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SENATE—Friday, May 13, 1994

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN, a Senator from the
State of Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Our
Chaplain today is Rev. Richard C. Hal-
verson, Jr.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, the Reverend
Richard C. Halverson, Jr., offered the
following prayer:

Let us pray.

In the words of Amos, the prophet of
Israel: ‘‘* * * behold, the Lord stood
upon a wall made by a plumbline, with
a plumbline in his hand. And the Lord
said unto me, Amos, what seest thou?
And I said, a plumbline. Then said the
Lord, Behold, I will set a plumbline in
the midst of my people * * *’—Amos
7:7-8.

Father in Heaven, we petition Thee
for Thy plumbline of truth and love,
that we may rightly align our relation-
ships in Thee. For truth without love is
as sounding brass, and love without
truth is a lukewarm embrace. Though
we must attend to temporal laws which
sometimes divide us, draw our atten-
tion above the politics to Thy eternal
laws which compel us to remain united.

Set Thy Golden Rule in the midst of
our working relationships, that we
may strengthen our ties, from the least
to the greatest, doing unto others as
we would have them do unto us. For
Thou hast taught that, no matter how
great the distance between us, we need
not fear compromising the truth, by
embracing everyone in love. Nor need
we fear forsaking whom we love by
telling them the truth.

In the name of Jesus Christ, the Cor-
nerstone of our eternal habitation.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 13, 1994.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN, a Senator from the State of Illinois,
to perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994)

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1994

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 2019, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and amend
title XIV of the Public Health Service Act
(commonly known as the Safe Drinking
Water Act), and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we
are now on the Safe Drinking Water
Act. I urge Senators who have amend-
ments to come to the floor to offer
them.

Under the agreement reached last
night, there is a certain list of amend-
ments. They must be brought up by the
close of business, I guess a time cer-
tain, on Wednesday, which means, ob-
viously, that those Senators who want
to have full time for the Senate to con-
sider their amendments should bring
them up earlier rather than later. Oth-
erwise, we will be facing a time crunch
come Tuesday or Wednesday.

I would also note that sometimes
other matters come before the Senate
which are unanticipated which also
take time, therefore taking time away
from the Safe Drinking Water Act on
Monday or Tuesday or Wednesday.

So I strongly urge Senators who have
amendments to come over to the floor
now so we can dispose of those amend-
ments. Senators will have time today
to deal with them. There may be less
time to deal with them at a later date.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, if I
could inquire, are we under an order, or
is it just open on the bill?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Pursuant to the order agreed
upon last evening, there are a limited
number of amendments which may be
considered.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, it is
not my intention to offer an amend-
ment at this time, but I would like to
speak. I just had a conversation with
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana. I would like to say a few words
about an amendment that passed last
night by voice vote at a time when I
was unable to come to the floor to ex-
press my opposition to it. And now,
given the state of play, I think I do
have fully reserved a place among the
amendments, but I am not convinced
yet whether or not I am going to bring
an amendment to the floor to counter
the impact of what happened last
night.

Last night, Senators WARNER and
CONRAD offered an amendment that
was approved by voice vote. I believe,
regrettably, that amendment is going
to weaken the fairly modest source
water protection provisions that are in
the unanimously passed Environment
Committee safe drinking water reau-
thorization.

I know the distinguished chairman
and manager cares about this. I know
that he is laboring under great difficul-
ties in the U.S. Senate in getting a
consensus on this legislation, and the
interests that are brought to bear on
these issues are not small.

But I want to talk now about source
water protection because people ought
to have an understanding of what we
have lost in the effort to get a consen-
sus to pass this bill. We always lose
something in these efforts and I am not
suggesting that it is not difficult. But
I do think the issue ought to be talked
about because it is an important com-
ponent of legitimate efforts to have an
environmental policy that is truly
meaningful.

Source water protection, also called
pollution prevention, and is the smart-
est way to address environmental prob-
lems. We are now struggling over the
spending of billions of dollars—lit-
erally billions of dollars—to clean up
the contaminated waste sites that we
made.

For the better part of the industrial
revolution in this country, from the de-
velopment of this Nation in the late
1800's to its largest industrial sense
through the 1900's, we did not know
better at certain times, or if we knew
better, it was at the very incipient
stages of awareness—recognizing that
Rachel Carson wrote ‘‘Silent Spring”
only in the last half of this century and
the environmental movement really
only grew at that time.

But now we have learned. Now we
know. We know that we have American

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,



May 13, 1994

citizens who die as a consequence of
our carelessness. Whether it is Love
Canal or whether it is Woburn, MA, or
the recent case in Milwaukee, there are
people who are exposed to carcinogens,
to toxics, to chemicals, to wastes—
many cases of waste we do not know or
understand the implication of, but it
seeps down into the water systems, it
seeps into our estuaries and our bays.

You can travel to nearby Chesapeake
Bay, where they are suffering from ni-
trate overloading, or you can come to
our bays in Massachusetts and see
what happens when we had to close
some 66,000 acres of clambeds to the
loss of millions of dollars of income to
fishermen, not to mention what it does
to your tourist industry because of
spillage.

Is it spillage from boats? No. Often it
is spillage that comes from the careless
use of oil and gasoline and dumping
and pesticides and agricultural runoff
in the uplands and it just flows down to
settle somewhere.

Well, it is the same problem in our
aquifers and in our watersheds of this
country. You know, when we dump
stuff on the ground, it does not just
stay there. It goes somewhere. It seeps
down, flows elsewhere, and it collects
and we spoil whole aquifers and we de-
stroy water resources and wildlife. And
then we turn around and we have a big
debate on the floor of the U.S. Senate
and the House, ‘‘Oh, my God, look what
we have done. How are we going to pay
for it? How are we going to clean this
up?n

We have thousands of Superfund sites
or potential Superfund sites across this
country. I think the number is now
close to 4,000 or so. There are 1,200 des-
ignated Superfund sites alone and
thousands of other hazardous waste
sites that we have not yet in America
fully cleaned up. That is incredible.

S0, here we are in this bill, trying to
put in place the notion that the smart-
est way to avoid asking taxpayers to
spend billions of dollars to clean up our
mess is obviously not to make the mess
in the first place. In Boston, now, we
have the Boston Harbor cleanup effort,
one of the most expensive cleanups in
the country because of the mess that
people have made in prior years. We
try to teach our children the basics of
conservation and recycling, the basics
of cleanliness and the standards of
maintenance of the communities in
order to avoid these messes.

This bill, by unanimous consent, by
unanimous agreement within the com-
mittee, came to the floor with a mod-
est source water protection effort, un-
derstanding that people are disturbed
about unfunded national mandates. So
we somehow have to find the most
cost-effective solutions to problem
solving and to seek out approaches
that solve problems with the least bu-
reaucracy and the least possible waste.

In his highly acclaimed book *“‘Re-
inventing Government,” David Osborne
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stressed the value of what he called an-
ticipatory Government, a Government
that is focused on preventing problems
before they are created and before they
become crises. The advantage of pre-
ventive Government over reactive Gov-
ernment ought to be obvious. It heads
off crises and it saves money. Osborne
demonstrates that prevention has
made the greatest strides in the envi-
ronmental arena through its focus on
pollution prevention. This is one arena
where we have proven our capacity to
implement the concept of preventive
governmental action.

While Congress and the executive
branch are often in conflict, they share
one thing. Both tend to react to crises
rather than anticipate and manage for
the future. We are, obviously, never
going to be able to avoid all crises. I do
not pretend that. But we ought to take
every opportunity we can to promote
preventive measures to limit the neces-
sity of reactive response later on. So I
think it would be wise to review every
environmental statute and make a
judgment as to what opportunities does
this statute provide us for pollution
prevention provisions.

A recent example is what we have un-
dertaken in the Federal Government,
finally, at the directives of the Presi-
dent of the United States, to prevent
pollution and promote recycling. Look
at all the paper. Every single day we
throw away inordinate amounts of
paper that we print up, far too often
not always used. We have an incredible
lack of recycling in our own efforts,
even though we mandate it for other
people.

There are all kinds of wastes of en-
ergy, raw materials, natural resources,
steam release and so forth that are op-
portunities for conservation. Now the
President has undertaken a major
overhaul of Federal Government pollu-
tion prevention policies.

This bill, wisely, came out of com-
mittee with that kind of prevention ef-
fort: A source water protection effort.
That is one form of pollution preven-
tion that has proven over and over to
be cost effective. As the costs escalate
for treatment, for remediation, for re-
placing contaminated drinking water
supplies, local governments and tax-
payers are overwhelmed.

We ought to happily grab at a pro-
gram that creates an incentive for
local communities and States to think
about source water pollution preven-
tion efforts. They turn to the Federal
Government for assistance when they
do not think about it. And we turn
around and wrestle here with whether
or not we are going to cut education,
whether we are going to cut child im-
munization programs, whether we are
going to cut a whole host of programs,
which suffer because we are looking for
money and we do not have the money
to do the things we need to do. But we
continue to create the crises that we
know are going to feed this frenzy.
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Here in this bill we had an oppor-
tunity to have that kind of effort to
give an incentive to communities. We
were trying to come up with the best,
most economical and feasible way to
assist communities in protecting local
drinking water supplies before they
could become contaminated, rather
than paying to clean up afterwards.

The Safe Drinking Water Act has in-
cluded programs to protect the quality
of sole source aquifers and wellhead
areas. These programs have proven to
be effective. Section 9 of S. 2019, the
source water protection provisions, as
reported by the committee, provides a
new initiative to encourage States and
the water systems to implement pro-
grams voluntarily to protect the qual-
ity of existing sources of drinking
water and to prevent contamination
before it occurs.

The bill, as it came out of commit-
tee, would have required the States—
and I emphasize this—it would have re-
quired the States to have a process,
just a process, to review and to approve
any source water protection plan by a
local entity. It prescribed that the EPA
should support those efforts with tech-
nical and financial assistance and by
issuing guidance for the preparation of
plans for those communities that chose
to participate.

I want to emphasize, the bill that
came out of the committee unani-
mously offered an incentive to local
communities, requiring the States to
set up a plan, but it did not require the
communities to participate. It simply
said we are going to have a plan and we
want to have a review. They would pro-
vide technical assistance for those who
chose to participate.

The source water protection provi-
sion that came out of the committee
was voluntary and it would have al-
lowed all local communities to partici-
pate if they chose. Let me quote di-
rectly from the Environment Commit-
tee report:

Water systems are not required to develop
source water protection plans, but incentives
are provided to encourage development of
plans. If a source water protection plan is ap-
proved, a community is eligible for grant and
loan funds under the Clean Water Act to im-
plement the plan. The community may also
propose reduced monitoring requirements
based on elements of the approved plan. In
addition, Federal agency actions are re-
quired to be consistent with the plan to the
maximum extent practical.

Regrettably, Senator WARNER and
Senator CONRAD offered an amendment
that will almost certainly preclude
some local communities that want to
participate, from participating. So this
whole effort to try to create an incen-
tive has now been watered down, di-
minished, and even blocked in some
cases. This is a classic example of the
great tug of war between interests, spe-
cial interests—in this case mostly agri-
culture interests that are just petrified
that they may be held accountable, or
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required to start to think about the
impact of some of the things that they
put on the Earth and allow to run off
into people's drinking water that we
then have to pay for, and generally, to
clean up.

We adopted long ago the concept of
polluter pays. That has been at the
heart of environmental policy in this
country for some time. What we have
seen happen in the last hours is one of
those rather interesting things, where
we come in here and diminish the ca-
pacity of people to be held accountable,
and we cave in to the interests that do
not want to be held accountable.

Under this amendment, States would
have no responsibility for promoting
source water protection. Under this
amendment, States are not required to
set up procedures for reviewing and ap-
proving source water protection plans.
Under this amendment, we are obviat-
ing preventive Government. We are ob-
viating—turning away from respon-
sibility in favor of ducking the hard
choices and suggesting that we can go
on asking citizens from all over the
country to belly up and pay their tax
money for known bad health and envi-
ronmental and economic policies.

If a State chooses, under this amend-
ment, not to set up a source water pro-
tection program, then the local com-
munity in that State cannot partici-
pate—out, finished, gone—rather than
what the committee originally, by
unanimous decision, felt was impor-
tant, which was to have the States re-
quired to come up with a review policy.
Rather than providing incentives to
promote preventive measures, the
amendment, in effect, becomes an im-
pediment to local communities trying
to take innovative, proactive environ-
mental measures; important efforts to
try to stem the crisis before it is, in
fact, a crisis.

Source water protection gains sup-
port from many Government entities,
as well as from environmental and pub-
lic health groups because of the enor-
mous benefits to all. It is far more evi-
dent than all the reasons for having
moved away from this. I have heard
from all levels of Government, Madam
President. The EPA wants this—Carol
Browner has written us a letter stating
it is important. And many State gov-
ernments as well. But because some
now have opted to pull out the rug
from under them, there is no mandate.
And many local communities were sup-
porting the committee-passed source
water protection provision.

Carol Browner just sent a letter, and
I ask unanimous consent to print this
letter in the RECORD at the end of my
comments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
have letters of support from numerous
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organizations: the National Roundtable
of State Pollution Prevention Pro-
grams; the Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection; the Mas-
sachusetts Water Resources Authority,;
the National Water Funding Council;
the Physicians for Social Responsibil-
ity; the Natural Resources Defense
Council; Friends of the Earth; the
American Oceans Campaign, and many
others.

I ask unanimous consent that several
of those letters be printed in the
RECORD at the end of my comments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, S.
2019, as originally reported by the En-
vironment Committee, was a reason-
able, nonregulatory approach that pro-
vided an incentive; it did not mandate
a community to participate. It did re-
quire a State to have a review process.
And in 1994, given all the money we are
spending and all that we have learned
about source point pollution control
and nonpoint source pollution, we
ought to know better, and we ought to
be able to do better.

I think that we should not want to
take away intelligent prevention meas-
ures from local communities, and we
ought to require the States to have
some kind of plan to do that.

I had originally intended to come to
the floor to offer my praise to the com-
mittee for moving in this direction and
to compliment them for doing so. I re-
gret that I find myself now having to
come to the floor to express my dis-
appointment that the committee was
not able to continue in that direction.
And I understand the pressures the
chair faces. It is not the chair’s fault.
It is just the way the Senate some-
times works and it is the way we get
sidetracked around here.

But I want to say that I think the
Warner-Conrad amendment  under-
mines environmental protection. I
think it undermines the effort to be
preventive rather than reactive. I am
very hopeful that this action can be re-
versed in conference, if not conceivably
in the next hours on this bill.

Should that not be the case, in either
case, 1 certainly sound notice today
that I, and others in the Senate, intend
to work to amend this provision over
the course of the next months or year
so that it produces at least the bene-
ficial outcome originally sought and
agreed to by the committee itself.

In closing, Madam President, I do
want to compliment the Senator from
Montana and I want to compliment the
Senator from Rhode Island, because
the fact is that this is an important
bill, notwithstanding those criticisms
that I have just expressed. They have
worked hard to bring this bill to the
floor, and we do want it passed. There
are a number of important features in
it.
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In establishing a new State revolving
loan program to fund very much need-
ed infrastructure improvements, they
have made a very significant step for-
ward. By providing small systems with
low-cost technology and flexibility to
meet requirements, and by eliminating
the current mandates for regulating a
fixed number of contaminants per year,
regardless of the public health benefits,
they have made an important move to
get communities in a worthwhile rela-
tionship with the Federal Government
in order to produce a valuable out-
come. I congratulate them for that,
and it will prove to be helpful to com-
munities.

This bill improves the likelihood
that our citizens will have healthy,
high-quality drinking water, while tak-
ing into account the varying cir-
cumstances of those communities and
States around the Nation.

I must say, though, we do not have
much time on some of these issues. We
have some communities that have sole
source aquifers, and they are in very
fragile condition. The aquifer under the
central part of this country, which
runs under the State of the presiding
Senator and across the central part of
this Nation, is in delicate condition, is
in diminished quantity, and has in-
creasing stresses on it.

We should be thinking more not in
terms of how we are going to build
pipes to divert the Colorado River and
create a whole set of problems similar
to those we created in the Columbia
River, where we now do not have the
salmon we used to have because of
what dams have done, but we need to
consider the potential outcomes ahead
of time.

That was the effort the committee
was trying to make, and I regret enor-
mously that there is an amendment
that diminishes the pollution preven-
tion components of this bill.

I thank the Chair.

EXHIBIT 1
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994.
Hon. MAX Baucus
Chairman, Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I deeply appreciate
your leadership and dedicated efforts to
guide 5. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act
reauthorization bill, through the many and
conflicting demands on its reform.

On April 28, I wrote to reiterate the Ad-
ministration’s support for S. 2019 as ap-
proved by the Environment and Public
Works Committee. In my letter, I indicated
that the bill's approach toward safeguards
for public health and new reforms is espe-
cially critical, and that I would let you know
of any concerns should later amendments
threaten that balance in key areas. I believe
S. 2019, as revised by the Managers' Amend-
ment you have assembled, reflects your com-
mitment to achieve such a balance.

I am, however, concerned about two issues.
Among the Administration’s highest reau-
thorization priorities is source water protec-
tion, which simply means pollution preven-
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tion—shielding rivers, lakes, streams and
wells from which the public draws its drink-
ing water from becoming contaminated in
the first place. In many instances, source
protection can be far less costly than is the
filtration that would be required if the water
gets polluted. The Administration proposes
that States develop source water assessment
programs, with the flexibility for local gov-
ernments voluntarily to develop protection
plans to implement protection of their
source water,

We are concerned that some amendments
under discussion would effectively deny local
governments this opportunity and flexibil-
ity. As a former state official, I believe that
the approval process proposed in these
amendments is so burdensome that it may be
more of a deterrent than an inducement to
undertake voluntary pollution prevention
through source protection. Many states may,
accordingly, decline to adopt an approval
process, which would then thwart voluntary
source protection plans in those states.

With regard to the state viability program
in another amendment, we think the pro-
gram contains a workable structure to pro-
tect federal taxpayers' new investments in
water infrastructure, However, we continue
to believe that there are many additional
techniques that should be used—such as em-
ploying circuit riders for operations and
maintenance, sharing fiscal personnel, and
cooperative procurement—by which water
systems can improve their capabilities to
safeguard drinking water, and save money.

I look forward to continuing to work with
you on this vital public health legislation.

Sincerely,
CAROL M. BROWNER.

EXHIBIT 2

NATIONAL ROUNDTABLE OF STATE
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAMS,
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994.

DEAR SENATOR: The National Roundtable
of State Pollution Prevention Programs (the
Roundtable), supports the pollution preven-
tion provisions of the 199 Amendments to
the Safe Drinking Water Act (S. 2019). The
Roundtable, the largest national member-
ship organization in the country devoted
solely to the improvement of environmental
quality through pollution prevention, also
supports the bill's finding that states need
increased funding to implement safe drink-
ing water programs.

The Roundtable urges the Senate to more
clearly establish pollution prevention, in
particular source reduction, as the fun-
damental approach to protecting our drink-
ing water supply. S. 2019 should be strength-
ened by including more pollution prevention
measures that stress source reduction rather
than control.

5. 2019 would require each state to estab-
lish a process for reviewing and approving
pollution prevention plans initiated by local-
ities and public water systems, It encourages
efforts to create these plans by making a
small amount of federal state revolving loan
funds available for this purpose. Although
the bill provides for a constructive partner-
ships between local, state and federal agen-
cies, it should go further by establishing a
process to involve localities and citizens in
the development of policies and programs
from the beginning of the process.

While the bill would require states to act,
it does not require the creation of source
water protection plans. Under S. 2019 source
water plans are voluntary on the part of
local water systems, local agencies or state
governments.
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The Roundtable strongly urges that the
Source Water Protection Program section
promoting pollution prevention not be weak-
ened. It is critical to the protection of the
nation’s drinking water supplies that efforts
to prevent contamination in the first place
remain intact in this legislation. We urge
the Senate to strengthen the source reduc-
tion focus of this bill and to reject any at-
tempts to weaken the pollution prevention
provisions in S. 2019.

Sincerely,
KEVIN DICK,
Vice Chairman.

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION,

Boston, MA, May 11, 1994.
Hon. JOHN KERRY,
U7.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Attention Ms. Kate English.

DEAR SENATOR KERRY: Massachusetts is
committed to source water protection as the
best means of ensuring safe and pure drink-
ing water to the public, while preventing
very costly treatment measures. We believe
that the “‘Baucus Bill", S. 2019 (*‘Safe Drink-
ing Water Act Amendments of 1994'") will go
a long way toward affording such protection.

It has come to our attention that Senators
Warner and Conrad have proposed further
amendments which will seriously weaken the
Baucus Bill, I write to strongly urge you to
oppose the amendments to this bill proposed
by Senators Warner and Conrad. Thank you
for your attention to this matter, and to the
Safe Drinking Water Act reauthorization.

Sincerely,
DavID Y. TERRY,
Director,
Division of Water Supply.

NATIONAL WATER FUNDING COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994.
Senator MAX BAaucus,
Chairman, Senate Environment and Public
Works Committee, Dirksen Senate Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BAucus: The National
Water Funding Council understands that
your proposal for the Safe Drinking Water
Act, S. 2019, will go to the Senate floor for
consideration within the next week.

We ask that you retain the State Source
Water Protection (SWP) Program that is in
5. 2019, and not substitute Senator Warner’s
amendment—the “Water Quality Protection
Partnership” instead. We view your original
SWP program as voluntary, cost-effective
way of implementing pollution prevention
measures into the SDWA, a step that really
must occur in the next generation of clean
water work that the country undertakes.

Your SWP Program is sufficiently advan-
tageous to what Senator Warner has pro-
posed that we recommend that you not mod-
ify its substantive provisions. You might,
however, consider making projects approved
under SWP plans eligible for financial assist-
ance under Title I of the S. 2019 as well as
Section 319 and Title VI of the CWA, so as to
provide states with as much flexibility as
possible in determining how best to assist fi-
nancially with these projects.

Sincerely,
JONATHAN C. KALEDIN,
Erxecutive Director.
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AMERICAN OCEANS CAMPAIGN,
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994.
Hon. JOHN KERRY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KERRY: The American
Oceans Campaign would like to express our
support for the source water protection pro-
visions in S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water
Act, and our opposition to the Warner/
Conrad amendment, which strikes this pro-
tection.

We believe that pollution prevention is
perhaps the most cost effective method of
protecting consumers from the pathogens
and contaminants that can affect their
drinking water.

By requiring states to establish a process
for reviewing and approving pollution pre-
vention plans initiated by localities and pub-
lic water systems, the costs of cleanup and
treatment could be reduced significantly, in
addition to improving the quality of water
provided to consumers.

American Oceans Campaign believes that a
strong source water protection plan is essen-
tial to a sound drinking water program. We
applaud your leadership on this important
issue, and we encourage you to urge your
colleagues to vote against the Warner/
Conrad amendment.

Sincerly,
DAWN HAMILTON,
Issues Director.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? The Senator
from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
want to compliment the Senator from
Massachusetts. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts that an ounce
of prevention is worth a pound of cure.

Essentially, what we are trying to do
is help provide for more safe drinking
water in our country and to not only be
sure that we have the technology in
place to clean up the water that is
dirty, but also to prevent dirty water
from coming to communities in the
first place.

The source water protection program
in the bill is a concept which is needed,
whether it is proposed by States or by
the Federal Government. It is a con-
cept that makes good sense. The more
we can address the source in the first
place by making sure that the water is
clean and safe before it comes into the
community drinking water system, the
more likely it is that people are going
to have safer, cleaner water. It is just
that simple.

In current law, we have a sole source
aquifer program; we have the wellhead
protection program. They are a start.
They are what their names imply. The
sole source aquifer program is in place
to help communities assure that the
source is clean. The same is true with
the wellhead protection program.

Unfortunately, those programs are
essentially voluntary. A State or com-
munity can have its own program, ei-
ther under sole source aquifer or under
the wellhead protection program.

In the bill, we wanted to advance the
concept of source water protection. In
the bill we did provide, as the Senator
from Massachusetts says, that the
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States are required to set up a process
under which communities can develop
a plan for technical assistance and for
other kinds of measures that help as-
sure that the source water is protected.

The bill did not give States any new
authority. It did not say that States
can mandate or require communities to
undertake any action. There was no
provision in the bill which gave States
new authority to do anything like
that. Rather, the bill required States
to set up a process under which com-
munities would develop a source water
protection plan.

Unfortunately, there are many peo-
ple in the country who are very nerv-
ous about that program. They are con-
cerned that it would give too much au-
thority to States and impinge upon up-
stream users, or source users. The con-
cern was that the program would give
cities, towns, and communities too
much authority within the city limits
and/or it would give States too much
authority in restricting what farmers,
ranchers or anybody upstream, or in
the source area, could or could not do.

Madam President, we have to move
the concept of source water protection
a step at a time. I do believe that the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] and the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD] is a way to move the concept
of source water protection forward.
That is what we want to do here, take
a step at a time. Otherwise, we run the
risk of having no source water protec-
tion improvement over current law. We
have to improve upon the present con-
cept, and the amendment offered by
the Senators from Virginia and North
Dakota help assure that we have a sig-
nificantly better source water protec-
tion program now than under current
law.

I must say, Madam President, that a
lot of this really is joined with other
legislation, such as the Clean Water
Act, which will be before the Senate in
the next 2 or 3 weeks.

I say that because the changes to the
Clean Water Act will address nonpoint
source pollution. Nonpoint source pol-
lution is pollution caused by runoff
from agriculture, timber harvests, min-
ing tailings, and urban runoff. That is,
runoff, as opposed to what is referred
to in technical jargon as point source
pollution, which is pipes discharging
into the rivers. That is point source.

In the new Clean Water Act, we are
going to be addressing nonpoint source
runoff—a very needed program. Half of
the water pollution in our country
today is caused by nonpoint source
runoff. In the Clean Water Act that
will be coming before the Senate short-
ly, we have a very valid program which
will tell States that they have to have
a nonpoint source pollution program to
address the problem that exists in each
of our States.

That program will help address the
source water protection problem be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

cause a large portion of the pollution
that may affect drinking water sys-
tems is nonpoint source pollution,
which will be addressed in another bill.

To sum up, Madam President, I agree
with the Senator from Massachusetts.
We have to have a very good, strong
source water protection program, but
like a lot of matters, if we go too far,
if we give too much authority to States
which is not thought through as much
as we would like it to be, we could
jeopardize the whole source water pro-
tection program.

I strongly believe that the provisions
of the bill, as modified by the Senators
from North Dakota and Virginia, help
solidify and consolidate support for a
stronger source water protection pro-
gram. That is why I think the amend-
ment is an improvement. And secondly,
most of the source water protection
problem really is monpoint pollution,
which will be addressed very definitely
very significantly in the Clean Water
Act, as opposed to the Safe Drinking
Water Act, which will be before the
Senate in the next 2 or 3 weeks.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator from Montana.
As I have said, I understand the pres-
sures on him and what he needs to do
to get an important bill passed. I still
want to say to him and the Senator
from Rhode Island, maybe we can work
out something in the next day or two.
I have not had a chance yet to engage
with Senator WARNER and Senator
CONRAD.

But I must say, respectfully, I have
been around the environmental move-
ment long enough and I have been in-
volved in these issues and been in the
Senate now long enough to have
learned what happens if the fox is
guarding the chicken coop. We all
know what happens. The permissive
language allowing the very community
that is an offender community, where
all of the economic interests of that
community are weighted against their
making this decision, which is why
they want the watered-down language
in the first place, if they are left to
their own devices, to just spontane-
ously come in with a petition, as the
Warner-Conrad amendment suggests, it
is not going to happen. We all know
that. That is why we have a fight over
the Superfund. That is why we had a
fight over the Clean Water Act origi-
nally. That is why we had to press for
the Clean Air Act over the vociferous
objections of automobile manufactur-
ers. We all know how tough a struggle
it is.

If the language remains that it is
just—which is how the language reads
now—that a State may establish a pro-
gram under which a local community
may submit a petition, it is not going
to happen, because the State that is
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predominantly configured around that
particular industry, and a local com-
munity which is even more so, has no
interest whatsoever to tackle this pro-
gram. This is why we have always had
a struggle between the Federal Govern-
ment and local entities about things
we ought to do versus things we kind of
do not want to do.

Everybody knows how human nature
works. That is the process of politics.
It is what the debates are about—
things we know we ought to do as
human beings versus the immediate in-
terests that temper our willingness to
do that until X, Y or Z becomes such a
crisis that we finally mobilize and do
it, as in South Africa, where they fi-
nally mobilized and said, yes, indeed,
people have to be free.

By the same token, that is what the
environmental movement is. People
said, yes, we have to breathe clean air;
yes, we have to drink safe water; no,
we do not want lead in our water; no,
we do not want to pollute all our bays
and estuaries; and so we dragged the
contravening interests reluctantly to
the table, and the language that has
been put forward here offers no incen-
tive whatsoever to come to the table.

So I hear the Senator. I know what
he wants to do, but I also know what
this language leaves us. It leaves us no
requirement that people try to think
ahead and remediate.

Now, in the original bill—I did not
write the original bill language, the
committee did—in the original bill lan-
guage, the committee had the good
sense to balance between the local
communities’ rights and prerogatives
and interests and this tension with the
larger entities of our government, ei-
ther State or Federal. And it did not
mandate any local community to come
in and do this. It did, however, require
a State to have a process available so
that the local communities that want
to participate have something fixed in
concrete which will enable them to do
80.

Now what happens in the Warner-
Conrad amendment is that the State is
not required to participate, so that the
one local community that might want
to be proactive cannot do so if it so
chooses because the other entities that
do not want protective measures will
prevent the State from even setting up
the process. And so it will deny those
local communities that do want to use
good common sense from even exercis-
ing their good common sense.

So, Madam President, it is simply
not good legislation. It is not good pub-
lic policy.

I try to be as reasonable as anybody
around here about excessive mandates
and burdensome regulations and end-
less government red tape.

I hate them just like everybody else.
But that is not what we have here. Ac-
tually, it is just the opposite. The bill
here makes good sense by, frankly, re-
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ducing some of those things. It makes
no sense to require communities to get
rid of particulates in water that have
nothing to do with health or that go
way beyond the health standards. That
is what prior legislation did. We have
often done that in Congress. And if we
have some unreasonable regulations,
we ought to bend over backwards to
get rid of them where we can.

But we also must strive to create a
relationship between the Federal,
State and local communities that can
work to promote proactive, preventive
measures. We cannot continue to erode
the resources of this Nation and then
tell the next generation we are sorry,
but you are going to have to pay bil-
lions of dollars to clean up the mess we
know we should not have made.

That is generationally irresponsible.
It is currently irresponsible. And we
just should not do that.

So I respectfully hope we can work a
balance. I am not trying to ask any-
body to establish some terrible, bu-
reaucratic process where the vicissi-
tudes of public officials wreak havoc on
people’s good efforts. But by the same
token, we must strive for the innova-
tive Federal-State-community partner-
ships that can prevent crisis manage-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I do
not wish to prolong the discussion. I
again compliment the Senator from
Massachusetts. He is right in concept.
We should have a strong source water
protection program. I just remind all of
us that the bill never required commu-
nities to have a source water protec-
tion program. States were required to
have a process to facilitate and approve
system source water plans. Even under
the bill, as amended, communities can
still apply for money from the Clean
Water Act revolving loan fund for tech-
nical assistance for source water pro-
tection programs.

Basically, we are in a situation where
we have to find a balance between
State control and Federal control. We
are not 50 nations. We are not one na-
tion. We are one country of 50 States.
No other country in the world shares
exactly our form of government. We
also have divided powers. We are a non-
parliamentary form of government.

It is interesting that drinking water
traditionally is under the rubric of
State control because States generally
have control over their own public
health and safety. It is like crime.
Crime enforcement is essentially a
State matter, the same with health en-
forcement, including drinking water
enforcement.

Drinking water is more of a real mat-
ter than, say, air which tends to cross
State boundaries more than drinking
water. Of course, we Americans travel
a lot. That makes drinking water gual-
ity more of a Federal matter.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Under the bill as amended by Sen-
ators WARNER and CONRAD, a State
could have a stronger source water pro-
tection program if it wanted it on its
own. I am sure Massachusetts has good
strong environmental leanings. So
Massachusetts could set up its own
strong source water protection
projects, as could Wisconsin, Montana,
or any other State.

I think when a community in any
State applies for assistance under the
clean water revolving loan fund, States
are going to realize that they ought to
support source water protection
projects because an ounce of preven-
tion is worth a pound of cure. It makes
sense. We are really splitting hairs
here. We are on the way toward a good
program.

I really do not want to prolong this
debate. I therefore will stop because I
see Senators on the floor who have
amendments.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I do
not want to prolong the debate. I ask
my colleague a simple question: was
there not a requirement in the original
committee print that the States do
something; a requirement?

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President,
there was a requirement that they ‘‘do
something” but the ‘‘something’ was
not that they have to have a source
water protection program. There was
nothing in the bill that required States
to set up a source water protection pro-
gram. Rather, the provision in the bill
required States to have a process under
which a system would develop a source
water protection plan. If a system
wanted to have their own source water
protection program, then there would
be a process through which the State
could approve it. But, there was no re-
quirement that the State have a pro-
gram.

Mr. KERRY. What the Senator from
Montana is saying is, there was a re-
quirement. He just said, yes. There was
a requirement that the States have a
review process 8o that the communities
could apply. Now with the WARNER-
CONRAD amendment there is no re-
quirement that States have that re-
view process. So as I said, the States
had been required to participate and
the local communities had been able to
apply, and now the States are not re-
quired to have a review process and
local community are not guaranteed
they can apply. We do not need to pro-
long this.

Mr. BAUCUS. As I said, Madam
President, if a State wants to, there is
nothing to prevent a State from having
it. Massachusetts, any State that
wants to, Illinois, can set up its own
process, whatever it wants. We are not
prohibiting States from doing what
States think they should do.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1707
(Purpose: To require the Administrator to
develop and carry out a research plan to
support the development and implementa-
tion of certain rules concerning harmful
substances in drinking water)

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL],
for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr.
FEINGOLD, proposes an amendment numbered
1707.

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB-
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER.

Section 1412 (42 U.S.C. 300g-1) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(f) RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB-
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER,—

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Adminis-
trator shall—

“(A) not later than September 30, 1994, de-
velop a research plan to support the develop-
ment and implementation of the most cur-
rent version of the—

‘(1) enhanced surface water treatment rule
(announced at 59 Fed. Reg. 6332 (February 10,
1994));

“(ii) disinfectant and disinfection byprod-
uct rule (Stage 2) (announced at 59 Fed. Reg.
6332 (February 10, 1994)); and

“(iii) ground water disinfection rule (avail-
ability of draft summary announced at 57
Fed. Reg. 33960 (July 31, 1992)); and

‘(B) carry out the research plan.

*(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The research plan shall
include, at a minimum—

“(i) an identification and characterization
of new disinfection byproducts associated
with the use of different disinfectants;

‘(i) toxicological and epidemiological
studies to determine what levels of exposure
from disinfectants and disinfection byprod-
ucts, if any, may be associated with devel-
opmental and birth defects and other poten-
tial toxic end points;

**(iii) toxicological and epidemiological
studies to quantify the carcinogenic poten-
tial from exposure to disinfection byproducts
resulting from different disinfectants;

“(iv) the development of practical analyt-
ical methods for enumerating microbial con-
taminants, including giardia,
cryptosporidium, and viruses;

“(v) the development of dose-response
curves for pathogens, including
cryptosporidinm and the Norwalk virus;

‘(vi) the development of indicators that
define treatment effectiveness for pathogens
and disinfection byproducts; and

‘Y(vii) bench, pilot, and full-scale studies
and demonstration projects to evaluate opti-
mized conventional treatment, ozone, granu-
lar activated carbon, and membrane tech-
nology for controlling pathogens (including
cryptosporidium) and disinfection byprod-
ucts.

*(B) RISK DEFINITION STRATEGY.—The re-
search plan shall include a strategy for de-
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termining the risks and estimated extent of
disease resulting from pathogens, disinfect-
ants, and disinfection byproducts in drinking
water, and how the risks can most effec-
tively be controlled, taking into consider-
ation the costs of various control methods
and the sizes of various systems.

(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—In carrying
out the research plan, the Administrator
shall use the most cost-effective mechanisms
available, including coordination of research
with, and use of matching funds from insti-
tutions and utilities.

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection $12,500,000 for each
of fiscal years 1995 through 1998."".

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, last
April, the city of Milwaukee experi-
enced a disastrous outbreak of a para-
site called cryptosporidium in the
drinking water supply. By the time
that all the particles in the water had
settled, 104 people were dead, and over
400,000 others had become severely ill.

This amendment is about that inci-
dent. It is about the 104 people who
died in Milwaukee. It is about the
400,000 Milwaukee residents who bat-
tled weeks of debilitating illness, and I
am sorry to say, it is about those peo-
ple who, 1 year later, still fight a daily
battle to rid their bodies of the intes-
tinal disease called cryptosporidiosis.

The bill that we are considering
today recognizes the need to move for-
ward in setting standards for commu-
nities to use in protecting their citi-
zens from contamination. EPA has ne-
gotiated, with all interested parties,
several regulations to require testing
and treatment for cryptosporidium and
other parasites to assure that an out-
break like Mikwaukee's never happens
again. And this negotiated rulemaking
will also set standards to assure that
the disinfectants that our communities
use to ward off parasite threats do not
themselves create health risks. The
Safe Drinking Water Act bill reported
out of Committee includes a time line
for EPA to implement protections from
cryptosporidium and other parasites,
and I thank the Senator from Montana
for his efforts on this matter.

But what this bill does not do is re-
quire EPA to improve the state of
science in order to support these nec-
essary regulations. Our communities
do not only need to know when to test
and treat for cryptosporidium, they
also need to know how to do so, and
they need to know that there is an on-
going research program to perfect the
testing and treatment methods. That is
the purpose for this amendment.

Madam President, for decades we in
this country have prided ourselves on
the quality of our drinking water. We
hear warnings about drinking the
water while traveling abroad in nations
less developed than ours, where water-
borne diseases are commonplace. But
we have become complacent about our
own drinking water—perhaps too com-
placent.

The implications of the Milwaukee
outbreak are far-reaching. Despite the
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devastation experienced by Milwaukee
and other communities, our under-
standing of the threat and appropriate
treatment for parasite contamination
in drinking water is very limited.

I want my colleagues to understand
that the threat is not only in Milwau-
kee. Over the past 10 years, incidents of
cryptosporidiosis have been reported in
many communities across the country,
including San Antonio, TX; Carroliton,
GA; and Jackson County, OR, to name
a few. And unfortunately
cryptosporidium is just one in a long
list of parasites that cause widespread
disease in this Nation every year.

Yet despite the warning signs of
these outbreaks, EPA funding for re-
search on parasite contamination in
drinking water is next to nothing, leav-
ing our communities with little sci-
entific guidance on how best to protect
their citizens. EPA, and Congress, have
been too occupied with other concerns
to respond to what’s been staring us in
the face. I offer this amendment to re-
verse that negligence.

My amendment will require EPA to
institute a broad research plan, in
partnership with the private sector and
research institutions, to improve the
state of science regarding parasite con-
tamination in drinking water. The
amendment will also require EPA to
conduct research to allow us to better
understand how disinfectants we use to
ward off parasite threats affect our
health. On-site pilot studies will be
conducted in various locations around
the country to determine how different
treatment methods react in different
environments. In this context, I believe
that Milwaukee should be one of sev-
eral EPA study sites.

The amendment is supported by a
broad list of utility, research, and envi-
ronmental groups. It is supported by
the American Society of Microbiolo-
gists, Natural Resources Defense Coun-
cil, American Metropolitan Water-
works Association, Friends of the
Earth, the City of Milwaukee, Sierra
Club, National Association of Water
Companies, and American Waterworks
Association.

And I thank Senators JEFFORDS and
FEINGOLD for cosponsoring the amend-
ment.

I believe that this amendment has
been cleared on both sides of the aisle.
I would like to offer my thanks for the
support and cooperation that I received
from the comanagers of this bill, the
Senator from Montana and the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. KoHL] I think, isa
good amendment because it is needed.
It is needed because we have a very
complex difficult problem facing a lot
of communities—the cryptosporidium
problem in Milwaukee, and a similar
problem here in Washington, DC,

The problem, very generally, is that
when communities attempt to control
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microbial contaminants in their sys-
tem, they add disinfectants like chlo-
rine, for example, to clean the water
and address the microbial contami-
nants.

When you add disinfectants, however,
you may solve one problem but some-
times cause another. There are byprod-
ucts from these disinfectants which
themselves can be cancer causing. We
are facing Hobson's choice; we are in a
dilemma. This amendment is needed to
address this dilemma.

We need the research to find out how
to resolve this dilemma and to perhaps
find new, better disinfectants which do
not create the byproduct problem that
we otherwise face. It is a very complex
matter, and I commend the Senator
from Wisconsin for offering the amend-
ment to require research for the dis-
infectant byproduct problem, including
the cryptosporidium. I compliment the
Senator.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, this
amendment is agreeable to this side. I
know that the situation in Milwaukee
was an extremely serious one. I have
here an article from the Milwaukee
Journal of last September, which de-
scribes the seriousness that occurred
when the water purification system or
the elements used in the purification
got out of context or out of balance
and very serious illnesses developed, I
think it is accurate to say that there
are some deaths traceable to this. How
many could be exactly traceable to the
problems within the water is not easy
to discern, but certainly I get the im-
pression that there may be as many as
12 or 13. Is that correct, Senator?

Mr. KOHL. Well, there were over 100
deaths traceable to the problem.

Mr. CHAFEE. Over 100. This amend-
ment has been discussed with the EPA,
and they are agreeable to it. So I think
it is a fine amendment, and I join in
support of it.

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Senator very
much and, of course, Senator BAUCUS
for their support and cooperation for
what I think is a real problem that
needs to be addressed.

As I pointed out in my statement, it
is not just in Milwaukee, but all across
our country. I think all 50 States will
benefit from this research. I thank you
very much.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1707) was agreed
to.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
would like to take just a few moments
of the Senate’'s time to discuss with my
colleague, Senator SMITH from New
Hampshire, an important issue that
the two of us have raised in legislation
that was introduced earlier this year.
It is an issue that I raised on Monday
and an issue addressed by an amend-
ment that is on file at the desk.

The issue is: How can we provide
States with the needed flexibility to
more efficiently manage their environ-
mental programs?

Madam President, our society has be-
come increasingly complex. We all live
in this complex society and, at the
same time, want to see a safe environ-
ment, to breathe clean air, to drink
healthy water, to see solid waste dis-
posal accomplished in a responsible
manner. Because we want to achieve
these goals, the Federal legislation and
regulatory requirements have become
extremely extensive. These require-
ments have imposed burdens on States,
forcing them to utilize their very
scarce resources to implement Federal
environmental programs. In many in-
stances, States are being asked to im-
plement programs addressing Federal
priorities which, in fact, are of lesser
concern and potential risk in those in-
dividual States than other priorities
that they have identified.

In short, many national require-
ments fail to recognize that our States
differ between and within themselves.
What might be of most concern to one
State due to its particular cir-
cumstances may be relatively unim-
portant in another.

Our Federal funding assistance that
we generally make available is re-
stricted to the priorities we determine
at the national level. In many cases,
this prevents more effective use of
funds for what the State identifies as
its own needs.

In my home State of New Mexico, we
are, of course, committed to protecting
the environment. At times, we have
found ourselves strapped for funds with
which to carry out the Federal laws.
Federal funds that are available are
limited to problems that we consider to
be of lower priority. So, in my view,
the time has come for the Nation to
recognize that States are full partners
in protecting the environment. They
are knowledgeable about the problems
within their jurisdictions. States want
to use their resources as effectively as
possible, and I believe we need to give
them the flexibility to allocate re-
sources to the highest environmental
priorities.

These are the reasons that, last No-
vember, I introduced a bill, Senate bill
1687, with Senator SMITH as a cospon-
sor, to provide States with this needed
flexibility to integrate the various ex-
isting State grant programs that the
EPA administers.

The bill does provide flexibility, but
it also continues to protect the envi-
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ronment. There is widespread support
from State environmental commis-
sioners for our legislation. There is
good support from other colleagues in
the Senate and, in fact, the EPA has
indicated support for this concept.
However, they have not been able to go
forward with implementation, since
there is not the statutory authority
that is necessary. Our intent was to
offer this legislation on the Safe
Drinking Water Act. At this point, I
will yield to my cosponsor, Senator
SMITH, for his statement and any sum-
mary he wants to make on the legisla-
tion.

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from New Mexico
for yielding. I wish to compliment him
on a piece of legislation which I think
is very important to the States and
very helpful in environmental cleanup.
As my colleague has mentioned, States
need flexibility in managing their envi-
ronmental grants. They do not have
that flexibility now.

New Hampshire, for example, my
home State, would like to use the
grant funds they receive for their high-
est environmental priorities, the prior-
ities they believe in their own State
and communities are the highest prior-
ities, not what somebody in Washing-
ton determines to be the highest prior-
ity.

In addition, the development of flexi-
bility was one of the key findings of a
State capacity task force report devel-
oped by the States and EPA. So, in es-
sence, the thrust of this amendment is
to support what the States want to do,
as well as the EPA.

Specifically, the Bingaman-Smith
amendment would, one, enable States
to consolidate their funds—the funds
that are awarded by the EPA under
separate grant authorities—into one of
a limited number of environmental
grants.

Second, it would allow the States to
transfer up to 20 percent of the grant
funds from one environmental program
to another if the State identifies the
greater need in another one of those
programs.

Third, it would follow a common set
of administrative requirements rather
than have this complex network of dif-
ferent administrative requirements for
all the wvarious environmental pro-
grams.

I want to also point out that this
amendment does not seek additional
funding authority. Instead, it will en-
able States to better use the Federal
funds being made available for environ-
mental purposes. And, more impor-
tantly, this amendment would signifi-
cantly enhance a State’s ability to di-
rect scarce resources to the most seri-
ous environmental problems.

Madam President, I say to the chair-
man I would hope we could seriously
consider this amendment. State and
local governments are required to com-
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ply with a host of different environ-
mental regulations. As you well know,
we have regulations pertaining to clean
air, clean water, safe drinking water,
solid waste disposal, and Superfund.

For some States, clean water may be
a higher priority, not because it is less
important but because the need might
be greater to direct the resources
there, or in another case it might be
hazardous waste.

But right now the States cannot
prioritize these environmental objec-
tives and we are not asking them to
walk away from the problems or ignore
their problems under this legislation.
We are simply allowing them to shift
some funding—only 20 percent—which
could very well make a difference.

So I hope, I say to the chairman, that
we could see some movement on this
amendment. I compliment my col-
league. It is an excellent idea, one long
overdue, and I am very pleased to join
with him in cosponsoring the amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
sympathize with the amendment of the
Senators from New Mexico and New
Hampshire.

It is true, that States want a lot
more flexibility. I have never talked to
a Governor, mayor or State official
who did not want more flexibility with
respect to Federal funds. You hear it
all the time. That is definitely true.

It is also true that more is needed
than currently is provided. We do not,
however, want to give total discretion
to the States if the Federal taxpayers
are providing the revenue and Congress
provides the programs and dollars to
States. We want to make sure those
dollars are spent in the way intended.
The question is what is the best way to
deal with the issue.

In this legislation, Madam President,
we are going a long, long way to ad-
dress the need for flexibility, that
States need.

How are we doing it?

No. 1, this legislation provides a new
revolving loan fund for States to ad-
dress the needs of drinking water sys-
tems.

We provide that up to 50 percent of
the total amount in the safe drinking
water State revolving loan fund, at the
discretion of the Governor, may be
transferred to Clean Water Act needs,
namely, waste water and sewage treat-
ment needs.

We also provide for reverse flexibil-
ity. A Governor can transfer what
amounts to 50 percent of the State safe
drinking water fund from the clean
water fund over to the safe drinking
water fund. Flexibility is provided both
ways at the discretion of the Governor.
It is a start. It gives States a lot more
flexibility than they now have.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ators from New Mexico and New Hamp-
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shire is very interesting. It is a concept
that we should take very seriously. We
should look at it thoroughly to see how
much flexibility States should have
with respect to 20 percent of the envi-
ronmental dollars that the U.S. Gov-
ernment provides them.

It is far-reaching. It is provocative. It
is interesting. It has a lot of merit.

The question is, have we thought this
through enough so that it is the right
thing to do here today?

Madam President, we are different
States. That argues for more flexibil-
ity. Illinois is not Rhode Island; it is
not New Hampshire; it is not New Mex-
ico; it is not Montana. We are all dif-
ferent.

But that cuts two ways. As States
would like carte blanche in spending
their Federal dollars the way they
want to, a neighboring State may not
be quite so happy about that. For ex-
ample, a downwind State may not be
happy if an upwind State decides it is
not going to spend dollars under the
Clean Air Act but rather spend those
dollars somewhere else. A down-river
State may not be too happy the way an
upriver State addresses its water pollu-
tion problem.

We need to be sure of the inter-
relationships, to try to get the right
balance between the total control the
States want and the assurance that
these dollars are spent wisely as they
affect other States.

Madam President, I think the Sen-
ators have an excellent idea. It is an
idea that should be examined thor-
oughly and worked through.

I tell the Senators that the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee will
have hearings on this legislation. We
will bring it up and give it full airing
to see how far we should go down this
road in giving States flexibility.

Accordingly, I would urge the Sen-
ators not to push their amendment. I
do think it is a very good idea, an idea
that deserves to be examined to be sure
that whatever we do on this subject we
do in the right way.

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, if the
Senator will yield for a response, I
think it is fair to say that we have
thought it through. But I also under-
stand the committee process. We cer-
tainly would look forward to working
with the chairman through that com-
mittee process to see that the issue is
addressed.

I think I would have to defer to Sen-
ator BINGAMAN, as the original author
of the bill, as to whether or not we
would go that route.

But speaking for myself, I would not
object to that because I respect the
commitment that the chairman has
made.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President,
let me just indicate I appreciate the
chairman’s statement. I look forward
to participating in the hearing that he
has referred to in the Environment and
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Public Works Committee. I think it is
appropriate that he suggests we go
ahead with a hearing on this before we
try to enact it.

I do think it is a good idea. I think it
is meritorious legislation. But given
his agreement to have a hearing, we
will defer offering it to this particular
legislation.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I do
want to reinforce the point that the
chairman of the committee made about
the flexibility in this act in a very,
very big section, and that is the capa-
bility of transferring a significant por-
tion of funds back and forth between
the safe drinking water revolving fund
and the clean water fund.

This is a major change. I must say it
was a change I greeted with some trepi-
dation, and indeed prevailed on the
chairman to scale it back a bit. None-
theless, having been a Governor, I am
conscious of the flexibility that Gov-
ernors like, but we are certainly giving
it to them in this particular area.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent if I may pro-
ceed as if in morning business at the
conclusion of which we return to the
consideration of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, may
I ask the Senator roughly how long he
wishes to speak?

Mr. WARNER. I say 6 to 7T minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the managers,
the Senator from Montana and the
Senator from Rhode Island.

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
U.S.8. ROBINSON'S SINKING OF
THE JAPANESE SUBMARINE RO-
501

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
today the United States Senate is priv-
ileged and indeed honored to recognize
the officers and men, together with a
number of their wives and family, of
the destroyer escort U.S.8. Francis M.
Robinson, DE 220, on the 50th anniver-
sary of that ship sinking the Japanese
submarine Ro-501 in the Atlantic
Ocean. We hereby recognize and thank
the heroic crew members who took
part in that action which hastened the
end of World War II.

The Japanese submarine Ro-501 was
the only Japanese submarine sunk in
the Atlantic Ocean by a surface ship.

I shall discuss shortly a second sink-
ing that took place with aircraft orr
the U.S. carrier U.S.S. Bogue.

The action occurred at 1908 hours at
latitude 18.08 north, longitude 33.13
west, west of the Cape Verde islands.
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The U.S.8. Francis M. Robinson, under
the command of Lt. Comdr, J.E. Johan-
sen, U.S.N.R., was part of the screening
unit for task force 22.2. At the time of
the engagement, the U.S.S. Robinson
was escorting the aircraft carrier
U.8.5. Bogue [CVE 9]. The action com-
menced when the U.S.S. Francis Robin-
son made sound contact with the Ro-
501 at 825 yards. Within seconds of iden-
tifying the Japanese submarine, the
crew of the U.S.S. Robinson engaged
the Ro-501 and minutes later the Japa-
nese vessel went to the bottom of the
ocean—Davey Jones' locker.

Following the engagement, the
U.8.8. Francis M. Robinson was awarded
the Presidential Unit Citation as part
of the antisubmarine task group 22.2.

Madam President, at this time I
would like to cite a few excerpts from
the Presidential Unit Citation. The ci-
tation states that the U.S.S. Robinson
was reognized for “‘extraordinary hero-
ism in action against enemy sub-
marines,”” for “‘carrying out powerful
and substantial offensive action during
a period of heavy German undersea
concentrations threatening our unin-
terrupted flow of supplies to the Euro-
pean theater of operations,”” and for
“‘gallantry and superb teamwork of the
officers and men who fought."

The citation further states that the
U.S8.8. Francis M. Robinson and the
other vessels in the task force were
“largely instrumental in forcing the
complete withdrawal of enemy sub-
marines from supply routes essential
to the maintenance of our established
military supremacy.’’

Madam President, I would like to add
that on June 24, 1944, aircraft from the
U.S.S. Bogue, which the U.S.8. Robin-
son was escorting on the same mission,
sank another Japanese submarine, the
I-52. These were the only two recorded
sinkings of Japanese submarines in the
Atlantic during World War II.

Madam President, the U.S. Senate
and the Nation recognize and commend
the crew of the U.S.8. Francis Robinson
for their service to our Nation during
the course of World War II. Their con-
tribution will never be forgotten.

And I am grateful to a member of
that crew, Howard Kaye, a wvalued
friend of mine, for arranging this com-
memoration by the U.S. Senate.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I do
not see other Senators seeking recogni-
tion. I urge them to come over and
offer amendments. The managers are
ready to deal with other amendments.
Staff is here on the floor ready to work
through and review amendments.
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I remind Senators that under the
agreement the Senate entered into last
night, there are over 100 amendments
to the Safe Drinking Water Act that
we must work through, one way or an-
other, between now and the close of
business Wednesday.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
join in that plea by the floor manager
of the bill, the chairman of the com-
mittee.

Here we are, ready to do business—
the store is open— and we have all
these amendments. If people do not in-
tend to present them, then at least it
would be helpful if they could tell us
that, and then we could cross them off.

But, as the chairman mentioned,
there are, I guess, close to 100 amend-
ments, That is not a world’s record, but
it is getting close to it. I think most of
them probably are not going to be pur-
sued, but we do not know that.

As the majority leader has pointed
out, we are going to finish this bill
Wednesday night. The question is
whether it is going to be at 3 a.m.
Thursday morning, or whether we can
move along in an orderly process here
and get the work done.

We are going to be here today; we are
going to be here Monday.

So, as the children say, ““Olly, olly in
free’—bring over the amendments and
let us deal with them one way or an-
other. The store is open, as I say, for
business.

Otherwise, if nobody comes, we will
close shop. 8o if anybody has some-
thing, I wish they would come over or
let us know.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
must say, my good friend, the Senator
from Rhode Island, makes a good point.

If Senators do not come over, we are
going to close up shop. So Senators
should not think, “Well, gee; we are
going to wait for another hour to come
over."

If no Senators come over and offer
amendments very shortly, we are going
to close up shop and Senators will be
precluded from offering amendments
today.

I urge Senators to come over now.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The absence of a quorum has been
suggested. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the RECORD an editorial in
today’'s Washington Post entitled
“‘Good Sense on Drinking Water.”

I think it is a good editorial, Madam
President. I guess I say that, in part,
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because I agree with it. That, in part,
makes it good. But it is good because it
essentially says that this legislation
before us strikes a good balance. It is a
good balance to help protect public
health.

There are a lot of different points of
view on how we should modify the Safe
Drinking Water Act. There are some in
the environmental community who
would like much higher standards.
There are other groups—developers, ag-
riculture groups—that would like us
not to go very far. This bill is a bal-
ance, and we all know the legislative
process. If we want to accomplish our
objective by advancing the ball, im-
proving upon the status quo, there has
to be some compromise. There has to
be some agreement on all sides to back
off a little bit from their position in
order to advance the common good.
That is what this bill does.

I would like to read a couple of para-
graphs which I think get at the heart
of what we are trying to do. The last
two paragraphs of this morning's edi-
torial in the Washington Post:

What you basically have here is a deal be-
tween the environmentalists and the regu-
lated community. Neither side is completely
happy with it, but both have basically agreed
to the terms. So have the leading members
of both parties on the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, and so has the admin-
istration. Major amendments are threatened
even so0. Why?

One of the subjects is unfunded mandates.
The unfunded mandate argument has been
threatened or used to stall a number of envi-
ronmental bills in this Congress. But in this
case the State and local people have now
pretty much declared themselves content.

That is, content with this legislation.

There is also a threatened amendment
with regard to the “'takings’ issue: When do
Federal or other regulatory actions con-
stitute takings of private property? That
issue, too, has been raised and used to stall
environmental bills in this Congress, but it
has little to do with safe drinking water.

I might add, Madam President, that
is true. The so-called takings issue has
virtually nothing to do with safe drink-
ing water legislation.

The sponsors of these amendments com-
plain about regulatory excess, but this is a
balanced bill that seeks to curb such excess
while at the same time, adhering to basic
goals. The objectors should let it pass.

I might add, Madam President, I
think there is more than a kernel of
truth in that statement, that is, some
of the concerns some people have about
unfunded mandates, about takings,
about risk assessment are legitimate.
Those are very legitimate issues. But it
is difficult, and probably unwise, to
pass sweeping legislation that deals
with all the unfunded mandate ques-
tions, or all of the takings questions,
or all of the risk assessment gquestions.

Rather, it makes more sense to deal
with those questions as each major bill
comes up, particularly as each environ-
mental bill comes up. And here we are;
with the safe drinking water we ad-
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dressed the issue of the unfunded man-
date by providing a new State revolv-
ing fund, new dollars, $600 million au-
thorized the first year, $1 billion for
the next several years up to the year
2000, and we are dramatically reform-
ing the mandates. The mandates are
not nearly as onerous and burdensome
as they might be.

With respect to risk assessment, we
have major provisions on contaminant
selection and standards setting that
begin to deal with risk assessment.
Risk assessment is just one of the sev-
eral tools, Madam President, in our en-
vironmental toolbox as we deal with
environmental issues. We have tech-
nology standards. We have performance
standards. We have health base stand-
ards. Risk assessment is another appro-
priate mechanism.

An analogy could be with our trade
laws. We have lots of arrows in our
international trade quiver. We have
section 301 to address countries’ bar-
riers to American trade as we attempt
to sell products in foreign countries.

We have special 301. Special 301 says
to countries that are violating Amer-
ican intellectual property rights or in-
tellectual property provisions, copy-
right, and so forth, that we will begin
to take action with respect to those
violations.

We have another arrow in our trade
quiver, and that is countervailing duty
measures. When a country dumps its
products in America, we can take ac-
tion countervailing duty assessment on
those products.

Well, the same is true in environ-
mental areas. Risk assessment is an-
other tool we can use in the proper cir-
cumstances and we should tailor it to
various bills because the Safe Drinking
Water Act is different from the Clean
Air Act, and so forth. They are all dif-
ferent. It makes sense to deal with
risks appropriately as we deal with dif-
ferent environmental problems.

The same is true with takings. The
Safe Drinking Water Act is not a
takings matter. It has nothing to do
with takings. I think it is wise when we
deal with the takings question—and we
will—that it more appropriately lies in
the context of maybe the Clean Water
Act, or maybe in the context of the En-
dangered Species Act; a little less so in
the context of Superfund because that
is really not a takings issue, either.

I urge us all to work together in a
balanced way to deal appropriately
with these issues. The editorial in this
morning’s Washington Post urges us to
take that course.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 13, 1994]

GOOD SENSE ON DRINKING WATER

In the Reagan years, Congress would often
overwrite a bill in an effort to force the ad-
ministration to do something it didn't want
to do. The safe drinking water legislation
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passed in 1986 is an example. Though the act
did a lot of good, in retrospect many people
also think it was overly prescriptive; neither
the federal regulators nor the regulated
state and local governments were given
much discretion.

The Senate is now trying to revise that
legislation in a way that will both perpet-
uate its virtues and correct its flaws. The
carefully written measure on the floor de-
serves to pass—and should not be weighted
down with threatened amendments that have
nothing to do with its basic purposes.

The complaint of state and local officials
has been that the drinking water act re-
quires them to do too much—often more
than was necessary to make water safe—
while giving them too little aid. In fact the
feds have been giving state and local govern-
ments large amounts of money over the
years to help build drinking water treatment
plants. The funds have come through rural
development and community development
block grants. The bill would add to these a
system of state drinking water revolving
funds. It would also slightly ease the drink-
ing water standards in ways that please the
governors and mayors but that the environ-
mentalists can apparently also live with.
One change, for example, would be from a
standard of no adverse effects to a '‘reason-
able certainty of no harm;" that hardly
sounds like the opening to an epidemic. The
bill as drawn would also require states to set
up so-called ‘‘source protection’ programs,
the sensible theory being that it's often
cheaper to protect drinking water at its
source than to let it get dirty and then have
to pay to clean it up.

What you basically have here is a deal be-
tween the environmentalists and the regu-
lated community. Neither side is completely
happy with it, but both have basically agreed
to the terms. So have the leading members
of both parties on the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, and so has the admin-
istration. Major amendments are threatened
even so. Why?

One of the subjects is unfunded mandates.
The unfunded mandate argument has been
threatened or used to stall a number of envi-
ronmental bills in this Congress. But in this
case the state and local people have now
pretty much declared themselves content.
There is also a threatened amendment with
regard to the “takings’ issue: When do fed-
eral or other regulatory actions constitute
takings of private property? That issue, too,
has been raised and used to stall environ-
mental bills in this Congress, but it has 1lit-
tle to do with safe drinking water. The spon-
sors of these amendments complain about
regulatory excess, but this is a balanced bill
that seeks to curb such excess while at the
same time adhering to basic goals. The ob-
jectors should let it pass.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
also remind Senators that we have
time here now to take amendments.
The floor is clear. There is no Senator
here wishing to offer an amendment.
There could not be a better time for a
Senator to bring up an amendment
that he or she would like to see consid-
ered than now, because the way is
clear, no impediments, nobody stand-
ing on the floor seeking recognition for
any other purpose.

Again, I urge Senators to come to the
floor. I know at some times it is a fu-
tile plea, but I would love to be sur-
prised and have a Senator show up so
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that I am reassured that in some cases
this plea is not futile.

Hope springs eternal, Madam Presi-
dent. I am very hopeful that some Sen-
ator will, in his or her wisdom, offer an
amendment.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we
are going to close up shop on the bill.
No Senators have come to the floor to
offer amendments.

I urge Senators, though, to send their
staff over to the committee so that the
staff can work out some of the amend-
ments that Senators might have.

I further urge Senators to be pre-
pared to bring amendments to the floor
when we resume consideration of this
bill on Monday. We will be on the bill
Monday afternoon. There will be no
votes on Monday. That means there is
a great opportunity for Senators to
bring up amendments that otherwise
might be more difficult to bring up as
we get closer to the deadline; namely,
Wednesday. :

I again urge Senators to work with
our committee staff to work out solu-
tions to the potential amendments.

——————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
now ask unanimous consent that there
be a period for morning business with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

TRIBUTE TO RAUL A. OSORIO, M.D.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is
my pleasure to recognize the achieve-
ments of my constituent, Dr. Raul A.
Osorio, of Mesa, AZ. Dr. Osorio is a
naturalized citizen of the United
States, who returns to his country of
origin, Peru, each year to volunteer his
medical skills to serve the poor in his
native country.

Although Dr. Osorio maintains an ac-
tive medical practice in Arizona, since
1984 he has devoted part of each sum-
mer organizing medical missions to
take supplies, equipment, and tech-
nical expertise to the city of Caraz,
Peru, his family’s hometown. He has
established the only hospital in Caraz
and continues to supply it annually
with donations he collects in the
United States.

During his medical mission each
year, Dr. Osorio conducts hundreds of
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examinations of the poor, performs sur-
gery, and instructs local doctors how
to better serve the mountain villages
of the area.

In addition to his medical endeavors,
Dr. Osorio has helped the small town of
Tocash, Peru, produce safe drinking
water and continues to provide assist-
ance to the local school in Caraz by do-
nating moneys, classroom supplies,
computers, and calculators. To foster
better cultural understanding between
Peru and the United States, Dr. Osorio
began a student exchange program
which, over the years, has benefited
the youth of both countries.

Dr. Raul A. Osorio has positively af-
fected the lives of countless numbers of
Peruvians through his tireless efforts
over the past 10 years to provide them
with better medical care and edu-
cational opportunities. Dr. Osorio de-
serves to be recognized for his many
outstanding contributions and deep
commitment to improving the lives
and health of the less fortunate. I am
proud to represent Dr. Osorio and I
hope my colleagues will join me in sa-
luting him and thanking him for his
dedication to helping the poorest of the

poor.

DONALD J. ATWOOD

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it was with
great sadness that I learned last week
of the untimely death of Donald J. At-
wood, Jr., who served as Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense from 1989-1992 during
the Bush administration. I want to ex-
press my condolences to his wife Sue
and his children Susan and Jesse.

Don Atwood served with distinction
as deputy to Secretary of Defense Dick
Cheney during a challenging period of
our Nation's history. The deputy tradi-
tionally is the manager of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and Don Atwood de-
voted himself to mastering the com-
plex operations of that huge organiza-
tion. Don initiated many of the man-
agement reforms associated with Sec-
retary Cheney’s Defense management
review, and then took charge of a vig-
orous followup effort to ensure that the
reforms were actually implemented.
During the Persian Gulf war, he
worked long hours to ensure the proper
flow of equipment and supplies to our
troops in uniform in the field.

Don was born in Haverhill, MA, and
was a graduate of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. He served
with the Army during World War II, an
experience that he frequently referred
to and which gave him a keen apprecia-
tion of the needs of our men and
women in uniform. He served for many
years as a senior executive with the
General Motors Corp. In addition, he
was active in many civic, charitable,
and cultural organizations.

As chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, I had the oppor-
tunity to work with Don on a wide va-
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riety of issues, ranging from acquisi-
tion policy to oversight of the military
promotion selection process. He was al-
ways forthcoming, candid, and devoted
to the best interests of the national de-
fense. We will miss the opportunity to
benefit from his wise counsel and expe-
rience as we proceed through the chal-
lenges of the Defense build-down.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we
ponder today’s bad news about the Fed-
eral debt, let us have a little pop quiz:
How many million would you say are
in a trillion? And when you figure that
out, just consider that Congress has
run up a debt exceeding $4'% trillion.

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, May 12, the Federal
debt stood—down to the penny—at
$4,577,406,243,429.53. This means that
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica owes $17,677.40, computed on a per
capita basis.

Mr. President, to answer the question
how many million in a trillion, there
are a million, million in a trillion. I re-
mind you, the Federal Government,
thanks to the U.S. Congress owes more
than $4% trillion.

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I voted
against the conference report on the
fiscal year 1995 budget resolution for
two primary reasons.

First, under this budget resolution,
our defense capabilities will face sig-
nificant—and in my view—very harm-
ful reductions. I cannot support these
additional defense cuts, on top of the
real reductions that have been occur-
ring for the past 9 years.

Second, this budget resolution does
not seriously address the real culprit in
our deficit picture—the runaway
growth in spending on mandatory, or
entitlement, programs.

The budget resolution before the Sen-
ate yesterday reduced the cap on total
discretionary spending by $31 billion in
budget authority and $13 billion in out-
lays over the next 5 years. The Senator
from New Mexico and I offered an
amendment to make these savings in
the area of the budget where we need
to make savings, the mandatory side,
rather than the discretionary side. Our
amendment got only 35 votes and was
defeated.

So these cuts will come out of the
discretionary budget, which is the
third of the budget that Congress acts
on each year through the appropria-
tions process. The discretionary ac-
counts fund such programs as defense,
Federal law enforcement, highways,
and Federal aid to education. Defense
spending is half the discretionary re-
quest for 1995—5 years ago it was 60
percent of the discretionary budget—
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but if past history is a guide, a large
majority of this reduction—mnot just
half of it—will come from the Defense
budget. Coming on top of a future
years defense program that is already
underfunded, and a backdrop of 9 years
of reductions in real defense budget au-
thority, these cuts would be very dam-
aging to our defense effort.

I do not blame this budget resolution
for all the problems in the Defense
budget. I want to briefly recount the
cuts that have already been made and
the cuts that are looming on the hori-
ZOn.

First, the administration’s proposed
defense program, the so-called Bottom-
Up-Review force, cuts forces below the
so-called Base Force levels proposed by
the Bush administration. While one
can argue about whether the base force
or the bottom up review force rep-
resents the better post-cold war strat-
egy, the fact remains that the base
force the administration is cutting
irom was not a cold war force. The base
force was already a 25-percent reduc-
tion in force structure from the level
we had in 1990. The Bottom Up Review
takes the force structure from a one-
quarter reduction to a one-third reduc-
tion below the 1990 level.

Second, the administration’s own
budget does mot fully fund the force
structure the administration is propos-
ing. The Secretary of Defense testified
before our committee that there is a
$20 billion mismatch between the force
structure and the budget. This short-
fall results from underestimating infla-
tion, among other things.

Third, although the Secretary of De-
fense testified that he opposed making
any cuts in defense in anticipation of
procurement reform savings before we
have a plan in place to implement pro-
curement reform, the administration
budget went ahead and assumed pro-
curement reform savings of $12 billion
over 5 years. A budget amendment allo-
cated about half those savings to the
Defense budget.

Fourth, I am also concerned that the
pay raises for military and civilian per-
sonnel assumed in the budget are unre-
alistically low and that the gquality of
our forces will suffer if we do not keep
pay rates competitive. The budget as-
sumes that military and civilian pay
raises will fall 1.5 percent below private
sector raises each year for the next 5
years. The cumulative effect would be
to widen the gap between Government
and private sector pay by an additional
7.5 percent over the next 5 years.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, military pay in the Depart-
ment of Defense is $8 billion below the
amounts required to keep pace with
current law—ocurrent law calls for
raises one-half percent a year below
private sector raises—over the next 5
yvears. There is an additional shortfall
of $18 billion in DOD civilian pay. Ci-
vilians are also supposed to be getting
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a raise of one-half percent a year below
private sector raises. In addition, cur-
rent law provides for locality pay in-
creases for Federal civilian employees
to close the existing pay gap with the
private sector.

The list could go on and on, Mr.
President. The recent buyout bill made
buyouts of civilian employees at the
Defense Department—where most of
the buyouts are occurring—more ex-
pensive. Every base closure round is
more expensive than DOD says it will
be. Some people have suggested that
we delay the base closure round sched-
uled for 1995. I hope we do not do that
because it will only make the Defense
budget crunch worse in the years
ahead.

Finally, there is a scorekeeping dis-
agreement of $3 billion between the
Congressional Budget Office and the
Office of Management and Budget over
what the discretionary outlays would
be in 1995 if Congress enacts the Presi-
dent’'s discretionary proposals. Al-
though only about 10 percent of this
scorekeeping dispute involves Defense,
Defense could be liable for much more
than its fair share of this $3 billion out-
lay cut when the Appropriations Com-
mittee allocate the reduction they will
have to make to the President’s discre-
tionary budget.

S0, Mr. President, I do not lay all
these problems at the Budget Commit-
tee's door. I know the chairman of the
Budget Committee opposed the Exon-
Grassley cut. There were several at-
tempts to eliminate the cut, to exempt
Defense from the cut, to substitute
other cuts, and so on. But those at-
tempts failed, and as a result we have
a budget resolution that makes addi-
tional deficit reduction in only one
area, Mr. President, and that is the De-
fense budget—the only area of the
budget that has been cutting spending.
And at some point we have to draw the
line and say we are cutting too much.
I believe we have reached that point.

I know proponents of the Exon-Grass-
ley amendment have said the cuts do
not come out of Defense, they come out
of discretionary spending. Some of it
may come out of Defense, they say, but
it is not a Defense cut. Mr. President,
I have been around here long enough to
hope for the best but prepare for the
worst. I do not believe we should make
additional reductions in the Defense
budget. But the lower discretionary
caps in this budget resolution will also
certainly force us to do just that.

People may say that $13 billion over
5 years is not that much money and
that surely we can save $13 billion
without harming out defense. Viewed
by itself, this so-called Exon-Grassley
cut of $13 billion in outlays does not
sound that big, but the point is this cut
cannot be viewed in isolation. This cut
will be piled on top of all the other cuts
I have already described.

Mr. President, I agree with the goal
of achieving more deficit reduction.
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But there is a right way and a wrong
way to do it, and this is the wrong way.
By trying to make modest cuts in dis-
cretionary spending and not including
any meaningful reductions in entitle-
ment growth, this resolution leaves the
back door wide open for continued un-
controlled mandatory spending.

We all know what has to be done to
reduce the deficit. You have to hold
down spending and raise revenues. Last
year's reconciliation bill raised reve-
nues significantly. But are we doing
our part in holding down spending? The
answer is ‘“‘no.”” Sure, this budget reso-
lution takes the discretionary caps
that were already essentially flat for
the next 5 years and takes out another
$13 billion. But at the same time, the
so-called uncontrollable side of the
budget—that is, the 50 percent of the
budget composed of entitlement pro-
grams that send out checks each
month without any action by the Con-
gress or the President—continues to
grow without restraint.

Mr. President, this approach is like
trying to save the patient by amputat-
ing the right leg when we all know the
cancer is in the left leg. It just is not
going to work. We are raising revenues.
We are holding down discretionary
spending—and this is because we are
cutting Defense spending, not just
holding it level but cutting it. But the
one thing we have to do to bring the
budget into balance, we are not doing,
and that is to bring entitlements under
control.

Over the next 5 years, Defense spend-
ing will be $190 billion less than it was
over the past 5 years, even if Defense
gets the full amount the President re-
quested. Spending for domestic discre-
tionary programs like education and
law enforcement will be $250 billion
higher than it was over the past 5
years. Health care spending, which is
the major cause of the rise in entitle-
ment spending, will increase by nearly
3800 billion over the amounts we spent
over the past 5 years.

The reason we keep taking another
chunk out of discretionary spending
when discretionary spending is not the
problem is it is the only part of the
budget we can take a cut in and make
it stick. If we make a cut in discre-
tionary spending, we know the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
is going to carry it out. That is why I
have been calling for comparable dis-
cipline on the entitlement side of the
budget. But, as I understand it, this
resolution not only does not reduce the
growth of entitlement spending, it ac-
tually allows for the expansion of an
existing entitlement program without
the required pay-as-you-go offsets.

This conference report does contain a
modification of the Domenici-Nunn
sense of the Senate language that the
Senate adopted, calling for an enforce-
able cap on mandatory spending pro-
grams, excluding Social Security. I am
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disappointed that the language was
weakened from the version the Senate
adopted by removing any reference to
sequestration or any other credible
means of enforcing an entitlement cap.
Clearly, Mr. President, sense-of-the-
Senate language is not enough. We will
have to address this issue on the health
care reform bill.

Everyone acknowledges that health
care cost are the main culprit driving
the deficit. It follows that we cannot
balance the budget, or even signifi-
cantly reduce the deficit, if health care
reform does not reduce the deficit. Yet
what this budget resolution requires is
merely deficit-neutral health care re-
form.

Mr. President, it is almost as if we
are oblivious to the obvious. If the only
way to balance the budget is to control

health care costs, yet we are not pre-

pared to require health care reform to
reduce the deficit, then we are giving
up on balancing the budget in this dec-
ade, and perhaps for good.

We are prepared to deal with the fact
that our health care system needs an
overhaul, but we have not prepared
ourselves to face the fiscal reality that
health care reform has to save money.

We need to do better Mr. President.
When the economy is recovering and
the deficit is falling like it is now, no-
body sees the need to make the hard
choices. And when the deficit starts
rising again people will say the prob-
lem is too big to handle and now is not
the time. But eventually the baby
boom generation will start retiring,
and we will be out of time.

C-17—WHAT IF NOT APPROVED?

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, in a re-
cent briefing on the C-17, the Air Force
offered a dire warning for the future if
Congress failed to accept the proposed
bailout. According to a briefing slide
titled ‘‘Settlement,” and I quote:

WHAT IF NOT APPROVED?

Return to highly contentious and non-
productive atmosphere;

Return to focus on claims development and
litigation;

Program denied benefits of cost and qual-
ity improvement elements;

Continuation of flight test program in
question;

Progress over last four months reversed;
and

Program outlook—Dismal.

Well, Mr. President, get ready for
“dismal,”’ because the House Armed
Services Committee forcefully rejected
the proposed C-17 bailout. This begs
the question: Why not terminate out-
right, if our only prospect is dismal?

No one can deny the elegance of
Under Secretary Deutch’s political so-
lution. Everyone could claim victory;
no one felt the sting of defeat. Unfortu-
nately for C-17 apologists, our House
colleagues have chosen a different
path. I, for one, do not look forward to
squandering additional taxpayer dol-
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lars on a program with a prognosis like
the one described by the Air Force for
the C-17. I urge my colleagues to care-
fully consider their options when the
Defense authorization bill comes on
the floor next month.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1994

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to express my support for passage
of 5. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act
amendments of 1994, and I particularly
commend the chairman of the Enviror-
ment Committee on which I am privi-
leged to serve, Senator BAUCUS, and
the ranking member, Senator CHAFEE,
for the extraordinary diligence and pa-
tience with which they have brought
this bill to the floor.

The mood surrounding the reauthor-
ization of this very important law—
think about it, safe drinking water—
has been one of frustration. We have
heard a lot in the last year or so about
how the 1986 reauthorization of the
Safe Drinking Water Act, which passed
almost unanimously and was signed
into law by President Reagan, imposed
overly burdensome requirements on
small drinking water systems. We were
told as well that some larger systems
felt they should not have to invest sig-
nificant sums of money to achieve
what they believed to be the minimal
gains in the prevention of deaths by
cancer.

At the same time, Mr. President, we
have seen real cases like those that oc-
curred in Milwaukee where people died
because they drank the water from
their kitchen tap. The culprit, a con-
taminant called cryptosperidium, was
not even regulated. Unfortunately, Mil-
waukee is but the most tragic and dra-
matic example of a nationwide public
health threat. EPA tells us that one-
third of the 200,000 drinking water sys-
tems in the United States exceeded
their allowable limits of contamina-
tion last year. The Natural Resources
Defense Council identified more than
250,000 violations of the Safe Drinking
Water Act in 1991 and 1992, “‘affecting
43 percent of the Nation’s public drink-
ing water systems serving an estimated
120 million people.”

This is real problem that affects real
people.

The NRDC report that this statistic
comes from ‘“‘Danger on Tap,” I found
very instructive. According to the re-
port, the Centers for Disease Control in
Atlanta estimates that waterborne or-
ganisms cause nearly 1 million cases of
intestinal illnesses and 900 deaths an-
nually in the United States. Again, I
quote from the report: ‘‘Between 1989
and 1990, 16 States reported 26 major
waterborne disease outbreaks affecting
more than 4,000 people. By 1991 and
1992, 17 States had reported 34 major
waterborne outbreaks affecting more
than 17,000 people.”
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But these statistics only account for
impacts on Americans who get their
water from public water systems. Ac-
cording to Health magazine in their
July/August, 1993 issue, ‘‘an estimated
8 percent of Americans—more than 20
million people—still rely on unfiltered
water from mostly groundwater
sources; this is not part of any public
water system and hence excluded from
official statistics," that I have just
cited. The NRDC report further tells us
that ‘‘one study group assembled by
the EPA and the American Water
Works Association concluded, ‘by the
time microbes are detected, the water
has been consumed.’ Thus many ex-
perts believe that the true extent of
waterborne illness in the United States
remains largely unknown."

That is the statistical reality as we
understand it. The perception is even
worse. One of the most telling statis-
tics of all is this; bottled water is a $2.7
billion industry. Americans are paying
that much money to affectively avoid
having to drink from their own kitchen
taps. Comparatively, they are paying a
fair amount. A recent survey concluded
that only 4 percent of Americans be-
lieve that drinking water standards are
too stringent. Nearly 84 percent believe
they ought to be tougher. This is un-
derscored by a 1993 American Water
Works Association-Research Founda-
tion study which found that 74 percent
of water system customers were willing
to pay additional costs in order to raise
drinking water quality above Federal
standards.

That is not hard to understand when
you think about how much we rely on
drinking water from the tap.

All of the recent studies on the effi-
cacy of the Safe Drinking Water Act
program—whether done by EPA, GAO,
the American Works Association, the
Natural Resources Defense Council, all
agree that there are certain elements
critical to running a program for
drinking water that will protect the
public health: Strong State-run pro-
gram; the prevention of new nonviable
systems and the authority to consoli-
date existing ones or force them to find
alternate sources of water; stronger re-
search funds and technology develop-
ment particularly for treatment tech-
nologies suitable for use by small sys-
tems; training for operators of those
new technologies; more directed mon-
itoring programs. There is basic agree-
ment on those factors.

They also all appear to agree that
until now there have not been the fi-
nancial resources to help make these
changes happen. States have the au-
thority under current law, for example,
to relieve small systems of certain
monitoring requirements, if the State
can demonstrate that the contaminant
to be monitored for has not been used
in that particular watershed. But
States do not, as a rule, have strong
enough State programs to be able to
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make that assessment. With most
drinking water programs being run by
State Departments of Health, perhaps
it is because their resources have been
drained by other health-protection or
awareness programs, such as those
dealing with AIDS, or load poison for
example.

This is a problem, particularly as
now is the time that the requirements
of the Safe Drinking Water Act are in-
creasing. The 83 contaminants that the
1986 law instructed EPA to set stand-
ards for are coming due. This in itself
was apparently enough to panic a lot of
States and particularly those with a
lot of small systems. How in the world
were those systems going to be able to
comply with additional monitoring and
perhaps treatment requirements when
they were struggling to meet those al-
ready required?

Clearly, we needed to find a way to
address real compliance problems while
not compromising public health pro-
tection. We needed to make sure that
we were using the best available
science upon which to base contami-
nant monitoring choices and fre-
quency. We needed to find a way to
help States mount strong State-run
programs as that they could help their
own small systems protect the health
of their customers. We needed to recog-
nize that the cheapest way to control
drinking water contamination was not
to treat it, but to prevent it, to prevent
its contamination at its source.

8. 2019, reported unanimously from
the Environment and Pubic Works
Committee did all of this. It estab-
lished a new State revolving loan fund
of nearly $6 billion to assist States
with compliance with Federal law. It
set us a system by which small systems
could meet safe drinking water stand-
ards without going broke, a process by
which they could achieve a variance if
there were no way to either combine
with another system or seek an alter-
nate source of drinking water. States
would be able to substitute their own
monitoring programs for EPA regula-
tions.

S. 2019 would also require some
things from States, namely that they
have the legal authority to prevent
new nonviable systems from forming,
and that they establish a strong State
program to encourage the restructur-
ing of existing nonviable systems. In
addition, S. 2019 required States to de-
velop a process by which the State
could review a source-water protection
plan should one be developed and pre-
sented to the State.

I think this is a very, very important
and constructive piece of legislation.

Mr. President, I know the debate on
this matter will continue next week.
There are other areas that I look for-
ward to participating in the debate on,
but there are two areas I just want to
touch on briefly today and which I
hope to return to next week.
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One is the importance of retaining
language in the bill to encourage and
assist States and localities to craft
drinking water source protection plans.
Protecting drinking water at its source
really is the most pragmatic, cost-ef-
fective and public-health-conscious
way to assure a safe drinking water
supply.

The other area of concern to me is
how to best account for so-called sen-
sitive subpopulations when we deter-
mine what level of exposure to a con-
taminant in the water is, in fact, a safe
level. In other words, how do we make
sure that we are protecting those at
most risk in our population—children,
the elderly, or those with a biological,
a physical predisposition to suffer more
acutely than most of us as a result of
exposure to a particular contaminant
in drinking water.

I have been working closely with
Senator BOXER on this issue and I ap-
preciate very much the ongoing inter-
est in this problem that has been
shown by Chairman BAucUsS and by
Senators CHAFEE, HATFIELD, and
KERREY. I am certain that all of us will
have more to say about this more spe-
cifically later on in debate on this bill
and I am confident that we will find an
appropriate response to this very seri-
ous human problem.

The bottom line is, Mr. President,
the bill represents real progress and I
hope we can see it through to success-
ful passage next week here in the Sen-
ate

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECORD TO REMAIN OPEN UNTIL

2 P.M.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of the majority leader, I ask
unanimous consent that the RECORD re-
main open today until 2 p.m. for the in-
troduction of legislation and state-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

I yield the floar.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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BOSNIA

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to comment about
the two votes in the United States Sen-
ate yesterday on the issue of lifting the
arms embargo as to Bosnia, each 50 to
49. These two resolutions are inconsist-
ent on their face—rather unusual for
any body, for any legislative forum,
and especially for the United States
Senate. In my 14 years in the Senate I
have not seen such inconsistent resolu-
tions passed. I inquired as to the his-
torical knowledge of those who have
been in the Senate longer to see when
or if such inconsistent actions had been
taken. I believe that the inconsistency
of these actions is significant in and of
itself in terms of the strong feeling of
the Senate and the emotionalism of,
not only the debate, but the votes on
the underlying desire for the United
States to be more active in Bosnia and
to find some way to remove the arms
embargo as an underlying unifying
theme. The area of disagreement being
whether it ought to be done unilater-
ally, by the United States alone, or
whether it should be done in collabora-
tion with our allies, especially the
French and the British.

The problems in Bosnia have been
soul wrenching and gut wrenching for
the American people, and it is reflected
in the sentiments of the Senators in
this body. We have watched tens of
thousands of people killed in the civil
war in the former Yugoslavia, and we
have seen some 2 million people dis-
placed from their homes. As we have
watched from a distance, we have
struggled with what action would be
appropriate by the United States be-
cause of our concern for the desolation
and bloodshed and suffering which is
being inflicted in the civil war there.

The decision was made long ago, and
I think wisely, that the United States
could not be involved in ground action
there because of our bitter experience
in Vietnam and because of the quag-
mire which would necessarily be in-
volved were we to undertake any
ground operation.

We have debated and considered the
issue of air strikes and have finally au-
thorized them. It was unique, prece-
dent-breaking action by the NATO al-
lies to undertake the air strikes. The
airstrikes have been helpful, to an ex-
tent, but have not been really deter-
minative of any real solution.

Therefore we have come back to the
question of the arms embargo. We are
not allowing the Bosnian Moslems to
buy arms, stopping their shipment in,
and we have asked the very basic ques-
tion: Why not?

The right of self-defense is a very
basic human right. It is a very basic
human instinct. Self-preservation is
probably number one among human in-
stincts, and the right of self-defense is
well-recognized since time immemo-
rial.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The United Nations Charter, article
51, provides specifically for the right of
self-defense. Yet, the Bosnian Moslems
have been denied that right. Why? Be-
cause the United Nations imposed an
arms embargo against the nation of
Yugoslavia long before Bosnia was
formed.

It is my judgment, as a matter of
international law, that the United Na-
tions arms embargo really is not bind-
ing on Bosnia. Why? Because there was
not even a nation of Bosnia when the
arms embargo was imposed, and there
is the supervening principle embodied
in article 51 that there is a right of
self-defense.

But it has been a torturous matter
for the United States, including the
Senate, to consider what to do, since
the arms embargo was opposed by the
United Nations and our allies. Espe-
cially the British and the French, who
do not want to lift the embargo. They
have troops on the ground there. The
support of the United Nations, the
British, the French, the Russians, and
the Japanese are vital for the United
States in carrying out other embar-
goes, other sanctions, for example, on
Iraqg and on North Korea where there
are vital United States interests.

Scheduling is always hard and it is
hard to find very many Senators on the
floor at any time to engage’in the kind
of exchange which is desirable. We
have had it in the past. We had it when
we considered the resolution for the
use of force with respect to Iraqg, and
that historic debate which occurred on
this floor in January 1991. It seems at
the very end there is a time limitation.

I saw my colleague from Virginia,
Senator WARNER, speaking. He was al-
lotted 3 minutes. He had some very im-
portant things to say. It was totally in-
sufficient, as he was wrestling with the
problem of overwhelming importance,
and we did not have the kind of airing
which we should have had in the U.S.
Senate, which is reputed to be the
world’'s greatest deliberative body.

There was important discussion
about the difference in a ‘“‘vital inter-
est"” contrasted with what may be
termed an ‘“important interest.” To
lend support to a nation which is strug-
gling for survival and is defending it-
self, in terms of a moral value, on what
we have considered to be an important
national interest to help a nation de-
fend itself, like Bosnia, contrasted with
what might be termed a vital interest
which may be impacted upon if the
United States acts unilaterally to lift
the arms embargo, without the collabo-
ration of the French and the British,
without the acquiescence of the Rus-
sians. What will happen in North Korea
where there are more important inter-
ests, arguably? I think it is accurate
that the interests of the United States
have to be established on a matter of
priority: What could happen with the
North Koreans acquiring nuclear
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bombs; what could happen with South
Korea; with the United States forces
there; or the vital interests of the
United States in Iraq? So those were
all matters of really great concern.

I think it is important that this mat-
ter has been debated in the Senate, and
I congratulate my colleague, Senator
DoLE, for offering an amendment which
was considered by the Senate back in
April where there was a vote of 87 to 9
in favor of assisting Bosnia. I know
that it has caught the attention of the
executive branch.

These measures are unlikely to have
the force of law because even Senator
DOLE's amendment yesterday, which
does have the force of law, or purports
to have the force of law—it is not a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. We fre-
quently have sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lutions which express our preference
but are not binding.

What Senator DOLE had in his resolu-
tion yesterday, which said that ‘‘Nei-
ther the President nor any other mem-
ber of the executive branch of the Unit-
ed States Government shall interfere
with the transfer of arms to the Gov-
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina,”
would have the force of law if it were
passed. It is more than a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution.

As we debated this provision, this
amendment, it was apparent that its
enactment was unlikely because it was
opposed by the President, so that it
would have to be passed, ultimately, by
an override of a Presidential veto by
two-thirds. That was highly unlikely.

As I viewed the measure, I was con-
cerned about the multinational effects
and the impact we would have on the
alliance and the importance of Russia,
Britain, and France and our other
paramount interests in Irag and North
Korea, and that it would not become
the law. I noted the measure attracted
a great deal of attention from the exec-
utive branch.

I received three calls from ranking
members—not the President, not the
Vice President either, or the Secretary
of State—but three ranking members
in the executive branch. I get calls
with some frequency—we all do—but
more than usual. There was real con-
cern in the executive branch.

1 think it is more than a wake-up
call. It is more than the alarm going
off, and it is more than a fire alarm.
There is real unrest in this body, there
is real unrest in the country, and there
is real dissatisfaction with the Presi-
dent's policy in Bosnia, and it has to be
changed.

If you take a look at Senator MITCH-
ELL's resolution, there is agreement in
Senator MITCHELL's resolution that the
arms embargo ought to be lifted. The
Dole resolution and the Mitchell reso-
lution are unified on lifting the arms
embargo. Almost all the Senators
favor—only a few Senators, perhaps as
few as 6 voted against both resolutions.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has spoken for 10 minutes. You
may ask consent for more time.

Mr. SPECTER. I was not aware there
was a limitation, but I see my col-
league on the floor, Senator BRADLEY,
giving me the go ahead signal, so I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for not
more than 5 additional minutes, and I
will try to conclude in less time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as I
was saying, the resolutions of both
Senator DOLE and Senator MITCHELL
called for a release of the arms embar-
go. I think that the administration and
the President are on firm notice of that
policy, which I think reflects the atti-
tude of the American public, and that
expeditious action ought to be taken to
get the United Nations’ agreement. As
Senator DOLE has said, he is going to
be back here in a short while, and he is
going to be renewing this application.
It is a very important one.

1 want to comment on a provision of
the Mitchell resolution which concerns
me, and it reads as follows:

Upon termination of the international em-
bargo, the President shall ensure that appro-
priate military assistance be provided expe-
ditiously to Bosnia and Herzegovina upon re-
ceipt from that government of such a request
in exercising its right of self-defense.

There follows a provision that there
shall not be ground combat forces. It
may be that was added afterward, after
a colloquy and a questioning of that
provision by Senator BYRD.

There was a similar provision in the
resolution offered by Senator DOLE last
April, which I voted against because
the Dole resolution from April provided
‘The President, upon appropriate mili-
tary assistance of the Government of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, upon receipt
from that Government a request for as-
sistance in exercising its right of self-
defense'’—the gravamen is the Presi-
dent shall provide ‘‘appropriate mili-
tary assistance.”

I voted against the Dole resolution,
one of the seven to vote against it in
an 89-to-7 vote, because I am not pre-
pared to give the President a blank
check, which I think the Dole resolu-
tion could have been interpreted to
mean. I think that in Senator MITCH-
ELL's resolution from yesterday, which
provides again for “‘appropriate mili-
tary assistance,”” even though there is
a later statement about not having
combat forces, those provisions are too
broad. There should be a grave concern
and grave reservations by the Senate,
by the House—by the Congress—on giv-
ing the President a blank check to pro-
vide what the President may consider
to be appropriate military assistance,
even if there is a disclaimer as to
ground forces.

I believe that the United States has
engaged in wars which were not con-
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stitutionally authorized. Korea was a
war with no constitutional authoriza-
tion, because only the Congress can de-
clare war. Vietnam was a war, and
again it could not have the appropriate
congressional authorization, in my
legal judgment, although there was a
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. When it
came to the use of force in Iraq, the
Congress took up the issue and appro-
priately considered it and passed it, al-
beit by a narrow margin, 59 to 43, in
this body.

I think Congress has to be zealous in
assuring the American people that this
country does not go to war unless the
Congress declares war, and that we
have had a bitter experience that we
cannot sustain a war unless there is
public support. The place to find out
whether there is that public support is
in the Congress of the United States.

I am concerned now about all the
talk of military intervention in Haiti,
and that is another subject which I am
not going to get into at any length
today except to say that I do not be-
lieve there ought to be military inter-
vention in Haiti without congressional
authorization. There is no emergency
in Haiti. There has been a long time to
consider it. There is no reason for the
President to act unilaterally. What is
or what is not a war is subject to some
dispute. But if United States forces are
deployed in a situation where there is
time for deliberation and congressional
action, it is my firm view that, as a
matter of public policy, it is only the
Congress which ought to act and the
President ought not to act, and that in
many of these situations and perhaps
Haiti as well, it is a constitutional re-
quirement for the Congress to act.

So that in considering the Bosnia
matter, or any of these issues for inter-
national action, I think Congress has
to be very zealous not to give any over-
ly broad authorization and certainly no
blank checks to the President. But es-
pecially in this Presidency there is a
need for the corporate wisdom of the
Congress to speak out on international
matters, as we did in Somalia, where a
Member of the President’s party would
have had us precipitously leave. It was
really again a leadership effort by Sen-
ator DOLE, but Democrats as well as
Republicans, which had a timetable for
an orderly withdrawal.

The Senate has spoken very force-
fully on this issue. It is my hope, Mr.
President, that the administration will
pay close attention to it, and that we
will find a way to lift the arms embar-
go and a way to help the embattled
Bosnian Moslems to defend themselves.
We must try to bring a solution to the
problems in Bosnia, hopefully dip-
lomatically, but if not, at least to ac-
cord Bosnia its rightful opportunity to
defend itself.

I thank my colleague for waiting. I
thank the Chair and I yield the floor.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

10327

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania for
being generous with his remarks and
addressing an important subject, a sub-
ject with which we dealt yesterday in
the Senate.

VIOLENCE

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, let me
begin my remarks today with a poem
that I got from a 16-year-old in Cam-
den, NJ. The title of the poem is:
“RIOT at East Camden Middle.”

The riot start after the basketball game—
hallway outside the East Camden Middle
School gym. Unknowns fightin the Two-
Eight Youngsters.

An Unknown get up in a Two-Eight face.
And then it's knives. Razor blades. Black
eyes. Busted noses. Blood all over the halls.
Girls screamin, cryin. People steppin on each
other to get outside.

Fifty to a hundred people fightin.

Crazy!

War inside the school.

An even fists an knives is not enough.

Guns. Someone duck out to get the guns.
Bullets sprayin the crowd out on the parkin
lot.

Three girls, two dudes get shot that night.

I carry my gun every day.

Mr. President, the young African-
American male who wrote me this
poem is more likely to die in the vio-
lence he describes than in any other
way. Murder is still the number one
cause of death for young African males
in America today.

In thinking about violence in Amer-
ica, our goal has to be to keep these
young people alive by reducing the
level of gunfire and terror among the
young in schools and in our cities.

Mr. President, that has to be clear.
But it would be a mistake to stop
there, to think that it was confined
there, for violence is not confined to
street crime nor to urban America. Vi-
olence burns in many places. It is a
blaze fed by many fires. Ask any cor-
porate executive who mnever drives
home the same way 2 days in a row.
Ask any head of security at a suburban
mall or a college campus. Ask anyone
who uses an ATM machine at night.
Ask any Japanese tourist if he would
ever, under any circumstances, knock
on a stranger's door in Louisiana. Ask
any German tourist about getting off
the highway in Miami. Ask Michael
Jordan.

Mr. President, violence, while
present throughout our Nation's his-
tory, has of late taken some inexplica-
ble turns. Somehow our times are dif-
ferent. Nancy Kerrigan and the
Bobbitts are not a singing group of the
1960’s, and the Menendez family is a far
cry from Ozzie and Harriet. Gone are
the TV days of Matt Dillon rounding
up the outlaws in the Old West, or El-
liott Ness and the boys always prevail-
ing against organized crime. A Charles
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Starkweather or a Charles Manson
used to come along once in a decade.
Now it seems a Jeffrey Dahmer turns
up someplace in America every year.
And the more bizarre the incident, the
bigger the news coverage.

People seem to flock to TV compet-
ing to tell the most lurid story. There
are days when, through ‘““the tube,” it
seems as if the country has taken the
form of one big dysfunctional family.
More and more people seem to be living
on the outer edges, unsure how they
are going to get back. We seem to be
daring each other as if we were teen-
agers and taking risks that in another
time and place would have been un-
thinkable, not realizing that unless we
get things under control, the country
will be the loser.

And the remarkable thing is that too
many people do not really do anything
about it; they just take all this. Child
abuse and muggings and murder all
pass in a blur of recognition. Street
taunts raise awareness of danger that
triple-locked doors cannot lessen.
Slowly, violence burns and eats away
at our social fabric as if it were an
acid, so that even when statistics show
some improvement, we do not feel
more secure.

Mr. President, violence goes deeper
and comes closer to many families in
America than we would admit. Domes-
tic violence, for example, is America’s
dark little secret.

A few weeks ago, a woman told me
the following story. She said that her
husband used to beat her up regularly.
She wanted to leave, but she could
never imagine actually doing it. She
feared the consequences for herself and
for her children. Then one day, her 2-
year-old daughter witnessed her hus-
band strangling her. Finally, that inci-
dent was enough; it was the catalyst.
She decided to seek refuge with her 2-
year-old and 4-year-old in a shelter for
battered women.

A few days later when she was in the
shelter, the 2-year-old got mad at the
4-year-old. The mother turned see what
was the matter and witnessed the 2-
yvear-old going for the throat of the 4-
year-old.

Mr. President, I thought about that
image of violence a lot, the image of
that violence being passed on from one
generation to another.

‘“The most dangerous place to be"”, a
policeman recently said, ‘‘is in one'’s
home between Saturday night at 6
o’clock and Sunday night at 6 o’clock.
He forgot to add, “‘Especially if you are
a woman.” y

One-half of 2ll women who are mur-
dered in America are murdered by their
male partners; one-half. Three-quarters
of all assaults happen in the family.
Thirty percent of all women admitted
to emergency rooms at hospitals are
there due to family violence. Violence
against women in the home causes
more total injuries in America than
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rape, muggings, and car accidents com-
bined. Sudden, stark, incomprehen-
sible, family violence does not just
happen. It builds into the cycle of ag-
gression and forgiveness and blame
until it explodes. And the battered
spouse is almost never a man.

When J. Robert Oppenheimer wit-
nessed the first nuclear explosion, he
said that the nuclear bomb was ‘‘a de-
stroyer of worlds.” In the homes of bat-
tered women and abused children, vio-
lence is a destroyer of the world of
love.

Few have observed this better than
one of America’'s greatest novelists,
Russell Banks, who, in his great novel,
Affliction, wrote the following:

Pop held Wade with one hand by the front
of his shirt, like Matt Dillon drawing a puny
terrified punk up to his broad chest, and he
took his left fist, and swung it out to the
side, opened it, and brought it swiftly back,
slapping the boy's face hard, as if it were a
board. Then he brought it back the other
way, slapping him again and again, harder
each time, although each time the boy felt it
less, felt only the lava-like flow of heat that
each blow left behind, until he thought he
would explode from the heat, would blow up
like a bomb, from the face outward.

At last, the man stopped slapping him. He
tossed the boy aside, onto the couch, like a
bag of rags. . . .

This kind of violence turns boys like
Wade into men like Wade, who later in
the novel becomes a cold, soul-less kill-
er.
Mr. President, violence not only de-
stroys the world of love, it also de-
stroys the world of trust—the world of
trust that is essential to a humane
public life. Ask any urban dweller who
is afraid to go to a PTA meeting or to
a church meeting at night, and they
will tell you that the fear of violence
strikes at the core of their individual
liberty.

Mr. President, liberty is the right to
choose. It is often expressed as ‘‘free-
dom from''—freedom from coercion or
control. But it is also ‘“‘freedom to'—
freedom to make the best of our capac-
ity and opportunities. One way you ex-
ercise liberty is through freedom of as-
sociation. You must be able to associ-
ate with other people in order to learn
and bend, communicate, organize, pass
on values, practice democracy.
Through association with other people,
we pursue happiness. Security protects
liberty, and this thus lets us readily
create associations with other people
through which we build community,
which in turn will guarantee liberty.

Mr. President, the genius of all of
this is the interdependence of these
ideas. They are meant to chase each
other in a virtuous circle. None of
them is ever fully realized, fully
achieved—liberty, happiness or secu-
rity. And the vitality of our demo-
cratic society is the incessant effort to
achieve them, even though they are
not ever fully achieved. We chase each
other in a virtuous circle, providing
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more liberty, more security than we
would have otherwise, and more happi-
ness.

Mr. President, in communities where
violence prevails these ideals are lost.
Violence clogs the arteries of a free so-
ciety. It stops us from reaching out our
hands to a neighbor. Violence robs us
of liberty. It destroys the world of
trust by turning a citizen into either a
frightened, isolated victim, or a preda-
tor living off of other's pain. In Amer-
ica today, the blaze of violence is fed
by many fires.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to continue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PELL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BRADLEY. In America today,
the blaze of violence is fed by many
fires. Television, CD’s, and video games
bring it into the open windows of our
homes. By the time a kid reaches 18
they have witnessed as many as 26,000
murders on TV. But not all those mur-
ders are the same. Some can make a
child pause at the consequences of vio-
lence, while other murders pile up in
an empty litany of bashing and stab-
bing and shooting that creates a numb-
ness that, in turn, requires ever crueler
and gorier violence to induce just the
flutter of shock. Murder pays, for the
sponsors. Rap anthems that glorify
gang violence and brutal abuse of
women, sell.

Often the corporate search for vio-
lent product gives us violence of such
intensity that it has almost no context
at all, either moral or biographical.
There is a difference between, on the
one hand, the fiction of Russell Banks
and the news footage of the Bosnian
war—both of which portray violence—
and, on the other hand, a corporate
product such as Mortal Kombat II that
consists of nothing but violence, that
in a sense is violence.

George Gerbner, a communications
professor at the University of Penn-
sylvania, draws a distinction between
the symbolic and often tragic violence
of Shakespeare and fairy tales, and
happy violence which shows no pain or
tragic consequences.

Every year in New Jersey I do a high
school seminar where kids participate
from 500 high schools. We break up, and
discuss things. This year we discussed
violence in one of the seminars. In one
of the seminars I spontaneously asked
the following question: “Anybody in
here ever see anybody killed?”’ Two
hands went up. I said, ‘““Tell us about
it.”” They could not tell us about it.
They were too traumatized.

At another seminar, I said, ‘‘Anybody
here see ever see anyone killed?’’ One
hand went up. ““Tell us about it.”” Then
he described what it was like to see a
person standing on the street corner,
and somebody else come along with an
automatic rifle and shoot him in the
head. He described in vivid detail what
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happened to the victims head, how it
looked as the person fell in a pool of
blood. Mr. President, he then said,
“That is not the way it looked on TV.”

The blaze of violence is fed by many
fires.

There are more gun dealers in Amer-
ica than there are gas stations or gro-
cery stores. In 1991, 14,373 Americans
were murdered with a gun, over 12,000
with a handgun. Every 14 seconds,
somebody dies of a gunshot wound.
Every gun injury that leaves the per-
son hospitalized costs $30,000, 80 per-
cent of which is paid by the taxpayer.
There are 71 million handguns in Amer-
ica. In 1992, 34,000 people applied to be
gun dealers, and only 37 were denied.
With only 240 inspectors to police
245,000 gun dealers, why is that a sur-
prise to anybody?

In a nationwide poll of teenagers,
Lou Harris found that 15 percent of
suburban teenagers and 17 percent of
urban teenagers report having carried
a gun in the last 30 days. Forty percent
of all teenagers say they can get a
handgun within 24 hours, *“‘if I wanted
one.”" The same percentage—40 per-
cent—say that the threat of violence
has made me change where I go, where
I stop on the street, where 1 go at
night, what neighborhoods I walk in,
and who I make friends with.

Police officers point out that the
change in violence over the last decade
is that murderers are younger, the
guns more high-powered, and the acts
themselves are more and more random.

The blaze of violence is fed by many
fires.

Native American reservations in
South Dakota have a murder rate of
more than double that of Los Angeles.
The rate of poor rural counties in Mis-
sissippi equals that of Newark. The
common denominator in all of these
places is: Poverty, loss of hope, and
vast segments of urban America are in
economic depression. Lives are being
wasted, shortened, demeaned, without
a job, which can give dignity to each of
them. At a time when our common eco-
nomic future needs every able-bodied
person, we see poorer, sicker, less well-
educated, Third World enclaves emerg-
ing in our midst.

Mr. President, I have spoken on na-
tive American reservations and at
urban recreation school programs for
over 25 years. A decade or so ago, there
was always a distinct difference be-
tween the kids in the two places. On a
native American reservation, the kids
sat quietly, almost impassively, in-
stead of asking questions or offering
opinions. The toll of 200 years of ne-
glect has settled so deeply that it had
squelched hope. As I looked out into
the audience, I stared into dead eyes—
dead eyes. There was no response, no
hope.

*In an urban community, the kids, a
decade or so ago, seemed wired with en-
ergy, could not stop bobbing left, right,
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up and down. They asked questions,
talked incessantly with each other, and
did not often listen, but their eyes were
alive with expectation. Today, I go
speak in urban America and something
has changed. Too often, I see dead eyes.
Once hope is gone, everything is gone.

The blaze of violence is fed by many
fires.

In Detroit, nearly 80 percent of the
kids are born to single parents. In 1991,
30 percent of all children born in Amer-
ica were born to a single parent.
Among black children, it was two-
thirds. Many single mothers do a he-
roic job transmitting values, raising
their children well against great odds.
Many others are too young, too poor,
too unloved, and their children, at
birth, become 15-year time bombs wait-
ing to explode in adolescence.

If you think violence among the
young is bad now, wait until this army
of neglected, often abused, sometimes
abandoned, street-trained, gang-tested,
friendless young people reach age 15.
Their capacity to have any kind of
meaningful attachment will be gone.

One recent study that surprised me
was that the number of urban teenage
boys volunteered that they had no best
friend and no one person that they
trusted. Mr. President, when only the
gang gives meaning to life, death can-
not be far behind.

In America, the blaze of violence is
fed by many fires.

The emerging Federal crime bill is an
attempt to counter rising violence. The
architects of the bill have worked hard
on it, and it does many good things.
But its effect is uncertain. It appears
to some as if it were a huge heap of
ideas and proposals cobbled together by
representatives of a Nation which is in-
creasingly desperate about violence. In
a way, it reminds me of what a group
of anxious citizens would do as they
threw furniture and household goods
on a barricade to stop the invading
hordes. Many of the provisions appear
to have the following rationale: Maybe
that will work, maybe that would help,
so let us add it to the barricade. My
fear is that the remedies come from so
many different sources, and expand
over such a wide area, it will have a
limited impact, notwithstanding all of
our good intentions.

Mr. President, to some ears, this
might sound like a criticism of the bill.
It is not intended to be. It has more to
do with how people hear the words, and
with the complexity of violence gen-
erally. I personally think Chairman
BIDEN has worked long and hard to
confront violence and has spent more
time thinking about it than virtually
any person in this body, and he has had
an outstanding staff researching it,
more than anybody in this body. The
Judiciary Committee crafted an excel-
lent bill that took aim at violence, par-
ticularly among the young. It had my
strong support because it reflected a
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good balance between prevention and
punishment.

Yet, some unfortunate amendments
were added here on the floor. Not all of
them, obviously, were unfortunate;
some were good. But some of them
were unfortunate. Many of them Chair-
man BIDEN opposed, some he accepted,
knowing they were necessary to get a
bill through this body and to con-
ference. I doubt that they are going to
emerge from conference.

What is missing, Mr. President, is an
overall national goal, and an admission
that much of what must be done is be-
yond the reach of the Federal Govern-
ment. What we need is a national rebel-
lion against violence that sets a spe-
cific target for reducing violence over a
10-year period.

For example, I suggest a T5-percent
reduction in our homicide rate which,
if achieved, would place us about where
England’s homicide rate is today. A na-
tional rebellion against violence would
be rooted in the knowledge that vio-
lence strikes at the core of our demo-
cratic freedom, the freedom to associ-
ate with each other as liberty-loving,
free individuals. A national goal would
also give us some way t0 measure
progress. So often Americans, on the
one hand, seem catatonic, frozen, para-
lyzed in the face of intense violence
and, on the other hand, we seem ready
to entertain the most radical solutions.
Unless we have a way to tell whether
what we are doing is working, people
will always assume the worst and will
believe the latest and worst anecdote
they heard that will define what the
threat is to them, notwithstanding de-
clining violation rates, and we will be
potentially caught in a spiral of ex-
treme measures that could even endan-
ger our rights permanently. We cannot
simply replace a violent society with a
repressive society. That would be a
pyrrhic victory. The rebellion against
violence must enhance our national ex-
ample, not diminish it. We must al-
ways remember that the world is
watching us and now more than ever
before.

Mr. President, like so many other is-
sues in public life, in the debate about
violation, people do not listen to each
other, That side does not listen to this
side. This Senator does not listen to
that Senator. This outside group does
not listen to that outside group. They
are frozen, frozen in the old dichotomy
of conservative or liberal; tough or cod-
dling; causes or punishment. Those
who believe the answer is gun control
do not listen to those who believe the
answer is the death penalty. Those who
believe in severe punishment cannot
see the necessity of controlling and
limiting guns. And often neither gun
control advocates nor tough sentencers
see the connection between societal vi-
olence, on the one hand, and poverty,
family disintegration, and exploitative
media violation, on the other. Instead
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of confronting reality, more and more
people look for the magic bullet that
will stop violence dead in its tracks, do
the one that will be there, will stop it
and there will be no more violence.

Mr. President, the truth is much
harder.

Truth No. 1: There is no miracle cure,
and the answer lies closer to home
than it does to Washington, DC.

Truth No. 2: Violation will not be
stopped by soft words. Every person
who uses violence must pay the price
in lost freedom, and doing time, essen-
tially for the young, must be a memory
that one does not ever want to repeat.

Truth No. 3: We will never counter
violence unless we restrict the hand-
guns used by 80 percent of the people in
America who commit gun murders.
What is common sense to people of vir-
tually every other country in the world
becomes a constitutional crisis to us.

Truth No. 4: There is no substitute
for a job. If we can move those on the
bottom rung of the economic ladder up
just a few rungs, the efforts against
violation will have acquired a powerful
ally.

Truth No. 5: Violation is a phenome-
non caused by twisted values and the
loss of self-control. The formation of
values and self-discipline begins in
childhood, and teaching them is the job
of parents. Unless we instill them in all
of our children, we have only ourselves
to blame.

Truth No. 6: We need to make it as
unfashionable to sell violation in
America as it is to smoke cigarettes.
We do not need censorship; we need en-
hanced citizenship, particularly in the
board rooms.

Truth No. 7: Drugs and violation go
together like gunpowder and a match.
To ignore addiction as a national prob-
lem is to sentence many more Ameri-
cans to death.

Mr. President, those are the truths
that we have to confront.

A national rebellion against violence
requires individuals, communities, and
all levels of government working to-
gether. People do not live in isolation.
Only the hermit out in the mountains
lives in isolation. The rest of us live in
communities where we go to church,
play sports, pick up groceries, and
raise our kids. And often we live in
fear. What people do not realize is the
power they possess if they work to-
gether. In the 1960’s an aroused citi-
zenry that focused on an evil—legally
sanctioned racism—ended racial dis-
crimination under the law and
furthered the cause of justice. Today
an aroused citizenry focused on an
evil—violation—can bring order to our
streets and further the cause of liberty.
A street thug can intimidate an indi-
vidual, but he cannot intimidate a uni-
fied, energized community.

Mr. President, politicians—well,
where do we fit in all this? We have to
stop treating security like it is a prod-
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uct that government delivers to your
home. We create security for ourselves
in the same context where violation oc-
curs—in our community and in our
family. At the national level, we can
set standards, set limits, spread inno-
vative ideas, create uniform rules,
gather data, and make sure those who
commit federally prohibited wviolence
pay for it by a swift loss of freedom and
in some cases such as drug kingpins
who murder by the loss of their lives.
But the real battle against violate
crime committed by the young and
within the family will not be waged at
the Federal level. Like education,
where we have only 6 percent of the na-
tional resources, in crime the Feds
have about 13 percent—that is all—13
percent of the Nation's crime fighting
resources. The crime bill will be a false
promise if we forget, each one of us for-
get our individual obligations as police
officers, local officials, teachers, par-
ents, spouses, and citizens. The Federal
Government is not going to do it. It
can help. But we each have an individ-
ual obligation and responsibility as
well.

Yet, Mr. President, there are some
commonsense actions that the Federal
Government can encourage that would
I think, prevent youthful gun violence,
challenge young people with the possi-
bility of a future without violence, and
raise awareness of domestic violence
while providing women a way out.

First, I know it is controversial, but
I think it is the logical next step. I be-
lieve that everyone who buys a hand-
gun should have a national identity
card with a picture on it, just like a
driver’s license. Every transfer of a gun
must be registered, with tough pen-
alties for those who refuse. No one
should be allowed to purchase more
than one handgun per month, and gun
dealers ought to pay $1,000 per year for
a license. These changes, I think, will
hasten the day when law-abiding citi-
zens and only law-abiding citizens will
have guns. Technology can help us,
frankly, particularly in the policing
process. If we can develop heat-seeking
missiles, certainly we can invent re-
mote metal-sensing devices that will
allow the police forces, augmented by
the police corps, by the 100,000 police
this crime bill provides, to seize more
illegal guns and to disrupt the com-
merce of armed street criminals. Cer-
tainly, we can do that.

Second, communities should have
greater access to their public schools.
Schools close at 3 in the afternoon in a
lot of places in urban America, close on
weekends, and are closed all summer
long. With Federal support, schools
should remain open in the evenings, on
weekends, and during the summer for
the community to use. The schools are
the most underutilized assets in urban
America. Churches, synagogues,
mosques, and community development
corporations should be allowed to pro-
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vide the mentoring, safe haven, and
guidance, the absence of which all too
often contributes to delinquency. The
availability of the school will also give
the community a place to focus public
and private resources to win back the
minds and hearts that the streets have
captured.

Third, Mr. President, to counter do-
mestic violence, we need to get the
facts out of the closet and then help
women find a way out of a brutal envi-
ronment. Domestic violation is a prob-
lem at all income levels. It is more
than a serious health care problem. It
is a social sickness, a tragedy that is
destroying families and an experience
that spreads violence from one genera-
tion to another.

Mr. President, every man's home
may be his castle, but it is not his tor-
ture chamber, in which he can beat
someone less physically strong time
and time again without consequences.
Many men will deny the impulse and
the existence of the behavior. Like
drunks that have not quite reformed,
they promise their partners and the
world that the latest episode of vio-
lence will be the last episode of vio-
lence. Too often they go back on their
word, and the cycle of aggression, seek-
ing forgiveness, blaming the victim,
and committing aggression starts over
again. The cycle goes on and on. We
can wait no longer for universal per-
sonal reform.

When a woman is the victim of do-
mestic violence, she has to have a place
to go. There should be a counseling hot
line so that experienced professionals
can guide her to an appropriate place.
Above all, there must be enough bat-
tered spouse shelters with enough re-
sources for relocation to give women
some idea of where they can escape the
fear of a threatening phone call or the
knock on the door in the middle of the
night.

But we have to do more than give
women a place after they are beaten.
We have to prevent the violation in the
first place.

1 suggest that every health profes-
sional—doctors, nurses, physician as-
sistants, social workers, and others—be
trained to recognize domestic violence
and to ask female patients about it.
Asking questions, hopefully, will free
women from considering beatings as a
family matter that they are not sanc-
tioned to discuss, even with their doc-
tor.

Mr. President, domestic violence
should not be treated as a preexisting
condition to deny women health insur-
ance in this country. And yet that hap-
pens every day, almost every day. I
have seen the letters from the insur-
ance companies.

But it is not just up to health profes-
sionals. If we are going to stop domes-
tic violence, each of us, in our own
spheres of influence—home, work,
PTA, Little League—have an obliga-
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tion to acknowledge it occurs, recog-
nize it when we see it, and say some-
thing about it. It is so much easier to
overlook it, turn the other way, regard
it exclusively as a family matter, pre-
tend we do not have any responsibility.
But if we are going to prevent it, we all
do.

These three proposals will not end vi-
olence in America, but combined with
the crime bill and, more importantly,
with an energized national community
prepared to cooperate with the police
and with each other, they will take us
further along the path toward greater
security.

Mr. President, a member of the Japa-
nese Diet told me recently that as his
two young girls were growing up, he
looked forward to them coming to the
United States as exchange students
and he looked forward to visiting them
and vacationing here with his wife.
Now he says he is sending his kids to
England, and he and his wife are vaca-
tioning in Europe. “Why?" I asked
him. He replied, “The guns, the drugs,
the violence—unless you get control of
them, you'll lose a lot more than a few
tourists; you'll no longer be the model
democracy for the world.”

The only way to achieve our aim of a
T5-percent homicide reduction within a
decade and in a way consistent with
our democracy is to assume individual
responsibility, to enlist all who love
their communities and Nation in a re-
bellion that is waged locally, neighbor
by neighbor, building by building, and
at the same time to build bonds of
community that render violence moot.

The world of violence and the world
of trust must be provided with enough
resources to fight the fires of violence.
All who believe in the world of trust
and the world of love must join that re-
bellion against violence. If we do not
—if we do not join that rebellion, if we
do not work to protect the world of
trust and the world of love, if we turn
away—Mr. President, the riot in Cam-
den middle school will spread to more
schools and the story of the 2-year-old
going for the 4-year-old brother’s
throat will be just one of many chap-
ters of future pain.

The fires that feed the blaze of vio-
lence can only be extinguished when all
of us act as citizens to achieve what ev-
eryone in a democracy deserves—the
right to live a life without fear of unex-
pected, random violence, whether on
the street, at school, or in the home.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BINGAMAN). The Senator from Mis-
sissippi is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed as if in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business.

The Senator may proceed.
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SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION'S $32 MILLION IN BONUSES

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to
express my strong disapproval and, in
fact, outrage over the recent bonuses
given by the Social Security Adminis-
tration to employees of that office at a
time when Social Security is pressing
Congress for millions of dollars to deal
with serious problems in its disability
programs.

I have several newspaper articles on
the matter. I would just note, Mr.
President, a couple of the headlines.
One of them in one of my home State
newspapers in Jackson, MS, says, “Ail-
ing Social Security pays $32 million in
Bonuses.”

Another headline, ‘“Agency Shells
Out Cash.” And it notes in the first
paragraph, “The largest single award—
$9,258—actually went to an executive
who had been on the job for less than
three months."

1 have been personally working with
high-level Social Security Administra-
tion directors to resolve backlogs and
other serious problems they have in
their Offices of Hearings and Appeals.
Some disability cases have been pend-
ing for more than 1 year and are at
critical stages; some of them as long as
almost 2 years.

In my own State of Mississippi, to as-
sist claimants who desperately need
help—some of whom are losing their
homes and cannot pay their bills—I
have asked Social Security officials to
expedite these cases. And, I must say,
to their credit, they have sent in a
team to evaluate the situation, and
they have acknowledged that some of
them are actually emergencies. Those
cases are being dealt with, and some of
them are being sent to other offices so
that they can be adjudicated. But I
have received a pledge that these
claims will be processed quickly.

The problem is not just one office or
just in my State, it is all over the
country where there is a tremendous
backlog.

Now, as I am trying to help disabled
claimants, here come these bonuses.
Quite frankly, I could not believe it
when I heard of the awards and the
amounts of them. My constituents are
furious. I have been receiving letters
and phone calls. They are outraged
that, at a time when they cannot get
basic courtesies and basic consider-
ations of claims that are long overdue,
they see that these types of awards are
being doled out.

It is my understanding that the Clin-
ton administration, to its credit, has
urged Federal agencies across the
board to reexamine how these cash bo-
nuses are awarded.

I do think there are times when that
type of incentive—where you are given
some recognition for extraordinary
work, dedication, or some real innova-
tive idea that saves a lot of money or
helps a lot of people—should be award-
ed.
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But I think this whole area of cash
bonuses has gotten out of control. And
I am not talking just about this admin-
istration. It has gone on in previous ad-
ministrations. It is time we get a grip
on it.

Our taxpayers’ dollars should be used
more wisely, and I will be pressing for
better accountability in the future.

I also note that Senator PRYOR of Ar-
kansas, who is the chairman of a sub-
committee in this area, has indicated
that he is going to ask questions and
look into it. So I hope he will certainly
do that.

I have written to the Commissioner
of Social Security and requested a full
explanation of these particular per-
formance awards. As a strong advocate
for Social Security disability claim-
ants and all beneficiaries, I am going
to continue to work here in the Senate
to ensure that Social Security is run
more responsibly and efficiently.

It really bothers me when I see the
chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee, in the last few days, sug-
gesting that Social Security may, in
the future, be running short of money.
He seems to suggest that we need to
cut benefits and raise Social Security
taxes. But right on the heels of that
type of announcement, we see $32 mil-
lion given in bonuses to some of the
employees of that Administration.

Things are out of kilter, Mr. Presi-
dent. We need to make sure that they
get back in order.

I yield the floor at this time.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business. The Senator may
proceed.

THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
was a comedian named George Gobel,
who has departed us, who used to talk
about tuxedos. He said, “'Did you ever
feel as if the world was a tuxedo and
you were a pair of brown shoes?"”

I suppose all of us have felt that way
at one time or another, sort of out of
step, not quite in syne.

Let me talk about the brown shoes of
the American economy at the moment,
the Federal Reserve Board.

I come here to talk about the Federal
Reserve Board this afternoon because I
am upset at what the Federal Reserve
Board is doing to this country.

The American society is the most
open society in this world. We make
democratic decisions. The American
people together in this process we call
a democratic government. We make
democratic decisions: about the future,
about taxing and spending, where we
invest, how we invest, and in whom we
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invest. Sometimes those decisions are
agonizing and wrenching and awful.

Last year, we worked through the de-
cision about reducing the budget defi-
cit. We debated for weeks about where
to cut spending, and how to raise taxes.
It passed by one vote. A reduction of
$500 billion in the Federal deficit over 5
years passed by one vote in this Cham-
ber.

That was the democratic process. In
fact, the American people were in-
volved in that, ringing our phones off
the hooks, coming to our town meet-
ings, imploring us to vote this way,
that way, or the other way. The con-
struction of fiscal policy by this Con-
gress about how to get our economy in
order and how to get it moving again
by creating jobs and opportunity and
growth. That was the democratic proc-
ess at work.

Contrast that with what is going on
with monetary policy. Monetary pol-
icy, the decisions about money and in-
terest rates, is made downtown in a
building by the Federal Reserve Board.
That is not a part of an open society,
not a part of a democratic process. It is
closed, secretive, unresponsive and un-
accountable to the American people.

In recent months, the Federal Re-
serve Board has taken action on three
occasions to raise interest rates, and
we were told yesterday and we are told
again today—at least it is rumored—
that the Federal Reserve Board will
probably again act to raise interest
rates next week.

I want to cite some news events of
this week to describe why I am upset
with the Federal Reserve Board. Today
the Wall Street Journal, “Economy
Seems to Soften a Bit in Latest Data.
Wholesale Prices Fall One-Tenth of
One Percent. Retail Sales Drop Eight-
Tenths of One Percent. Jobless Claims
Rise.”

This morning from the Associated
Press, “‘Consumer Prices Edge Up Mod-
est One-Tenth Of One Percent In
April.” That is today's news. This is
going to be bad for Wall Street because
when there is good news for the econ-
omy on inflation, Wall Street goes into
apoplectic seizure. We have this thing
all turned around. Bad news means
stocks increase, good news means
stocks decrease. That is the way it has
been the last few weeks. In fact, Hobart
Rowen wrote about that the other day
in the Washington Post. In Rowen’'s
column he says,

Wall Street is out of sync with Main
Street. Although some Americans have not
been able to find employment, many have.
Inflation is low, job creation is strong, and
consumer confidence is healthy, yet Wall
Street is reacting negatively.

As Rowen says,

Wall Street won't wait until inflation is a
fact or even a serious threat. Perversely, the
best of good news after a long recession, peo-
ple are again finding jobs, becomes bad news
for the markets—meaning Wall Street.

The Federal Reserve Board now
seems prepared to take action once
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again to increase interest rates. To-
day’s news tells us that what they have
done so far has begun to put the brakes
on the American economy just at a
time when we needed to move this
economy along and get it up to cruis-
ing speed. It is operating nowhere near
capacity. Just when we need to get it
to cruising speed to employ people and
to give people opportunity, the Federal
Reserve Board puts the brakes on this
economy by raising interest rates and
is now prepared to raise interest rates
again. Who are they accountable to?
No one. Why are they doing this? Infla-
tion, they say. Show me the evidence
of inflation.

Yesterday, ‘‘Wholesale Prices Fall
One-Tenth of 1 Percent.” Today,
‘“Consumer Price Index, Only One-
Tenth of 1 Percent Increase.”

I say to the Federal Reserve Board:
Where do you see evidence of a new
wave of inflation? Share it with the
American people. Why do you not tell
us what you are doing and why, instead
of just asking us to pay the higher in-
terest rates that you demand down at
the Federal Reserve Board.

I brought to the floor again today a
picture of the Federal Reserve Board
Board of Governors and the regional
Fed Presidents. I have done that be-
cause at least with respect to the re-
gional Fed Presidents, they are not
confirmed, and not appointed. But they
sit in a room with a closed door, and
make decisions in secret with the
Board of Governors about money policy
and interest rates. They make deci-
sions that affect the lives of every con-
stituent I represent in the State of
North Dakota. The lives of all Ameri-
cans are affected by the decisions these
people make and they are accountable
to no one. They go in the room, and
shut the door; Lord knows what infor-
mation they look at, and they make
decisions.

What decision are they making these
days? That inflation is just around the
corner and what we must do is increase
interest rates and put the brakes on
the American economy? What a bunch
of nonsense. Are they willing to risk
their jobs on those decisions? No, not
hardly; not these folks. In fact, let us
talk about their jobs.

Mr. Parry from San Francisco. Mr.
Parry is, I am sure, a wonderful man. I
have never met him. I would not know
Mr. Parry from a cord of wood. He says
this morning in the paper—he is a vot-
ing member of the Federal Reserve
Board's open market committee. He
was in Tucson, AZ, yesterday. I guess
they have a big territory over there at
the San Francisco regional Fed. He
says he remains cautious about infla-
tion. Slack in labor and product mar-
kets has all but evaporated, and al-
though we have advanced in the
progress in taming inflation, he said in
written remarks, ““We still have a long
way to go.”
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I guess what Mr. Parry says to us
today is he still sees inflation around
the corner and inflation is just down
the track. He makes $230,000. He is a
Ph.D. economist, part of that Fed sys-
tem. He has been in the system since
1965, for those who are interested in
term limits these days in the political
system. He and his friends will sit
around a table and vote in secret about
whether or not somebody in my State
gets a job. That is a plain fact. They
control one-half of the economic pol-
icy. They conduct it in secret, and they
are pursuing a wrong-headed approach
that is slowing down this economy at
exactly the time when we need more
investment, more jobs and more
growth.

So what do we do about all this?
What we do is we decide to take this
out of the secret room of the Fed and
give some semblance of monetary pol-
icy decisions back to the American
people. A century ago we used to de-
bate the interest rate questions in the
bars and barber shops all across this
country. It used to be important. Peo-
ple had a role in deciding what interest
rates were going to be. Not anymore. It
is these folks who have the role, and
they are not accountable to the Amer-
ican people.

I am not suggesting that the folks
whose pictures I brought to the floor to
at least give the American people the
first opportunity to see who they are,
who is casting these votes, who is mak-
ing these decisions, are bad people.
They represent the banks. That is their
constituency. When they close the door
and make their decisions, they are
making their decisions based on their
constituents. And I guarantee you
their constituencies are the boards of
directors, the majority of which are
bankers, that put them on these re-
gional Fed bank presidencies. That is a
plain fact.

For two centuries we have had a con-
flict between those who produce and
those who finance production, and at
times those who produce do just fine
and at times those who finance get the
upper hand. What we have today with
the Federal Reserve Board and a
strong, unaccountable central bank is
people in charge of monetary policy
and interest rate policy who represent
the wvestiges of established wealth.
They have a hair trigger on inflation.
Why? Because inflation erodes the
value of those who now hold wealth. I
understand that. I would like zero in-
flation as well. But we need a balance
of fighting for stable prices and fight-
ing for full employment. And I do not
want people in charge of monetary pol-
icy who always decide on the side of
those who hold wealth, What about de-
ciding for a change on the side of those
who need jobs, those who hold jobs, and
those who want jobs?

Second, let me make another, I
think, important point that has not
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been made, at least very often. The Fed
claims that they see inflation just
around the corner. That is the basis of
what I think is their irrational behav-
ior, they see inflation just around the
corner. But is there another motive?
Can you see inflation in these data
that are published today and yesterday
and this week? ‘‘Consumer Prices Up
One-Tenth Of 1 Percent.” Can you see
inflation around the corner? ‘‘Producer
Prices Down One-Tenth Of 1 Percent?”
Or is there another motive? Might the
other motive be that we are all paying,
all of us in America, for the excesses in
the financial system?

Let me read for the Senate another
headline of this week. This is not un-
usual. I could have brought a ream of
headlines just like this.

Pennsylvania Company Links Losses to
Derivatives.

Another company in the industrial heart-
land has suffered a large loss on financial de-
rivatives sold by Bankers Trust New York
Corp. Air Products and Chemical Inc., an Al-
lentown, PA, makers of industrial gases, said
today it lost $96.4 million before taxes on
five derivative contracts that were ‘‘unac-
ceptable and inconsistent’” with the compa-
ny's policies. Its after-tax loss was $60 mil-
lion.

Bankers Trust, Air Products, billions
of dollars on derivatives, some of them
on proprietary trading in the banks—
they might just as well open up a desk
in the lobby and put in some sort of a
roulette wheel. That is what this de-
rivatives trading is about. Much of it is
pure gambling inside America’s banks.

That, too, is an outrage. But I think
there is another motive with respect to
what the Fed is doing. I think the Fed
is taking a look at the stock market. I
think the Fed is taking a look at the
enormous growth of derivatives, and I
think the Fed is deciding to increase
interest rates—not related necessarily
to what they see as inflation—although
that is the excuse they give. I think
the Fed is deciding they also want to
try to dampen the speculation in the fi-
nancial sector in this country. Mean-
while, those in the productive sector
will pay the cost. All Americans will
pay vhe cost of an interest rate policy
that slows down the economy if, in
fact, the motive is to try to send a
message to those who are involved in
speculation in the finance industry.

What do we do about all this? What I
hope we will do about all this is we will
start to put enough pressure on these
people, the only people-who will make
those decisions in secret, behind closed
doors, just down the road. I hope we
will put enough pressure on these peo-
ple to alter their decision next week, a
decision that many predict will, once
again, increase interest rates a quarter
to a half of 1 percent. I hope that is the
first step. All of us ought to be out-
raged by a Federal Reserve Board sys-
tem that is out of step and out of
touch.

I have brought with me some com-
ments by a member of the Board of
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Governors, Lawrence Lindsey, Ph.D.,
economist, Harvard University, Board
of Governors. Here is what he said:

Legislators typically tend to favor higher
economic growth at the expense of inflation
as an election approaches and are more will-
ing to accept tighter monetary reins just
after they've been reelected,

Lindsey said in an April 22 speech at
the University of Chicago.

For Mr. Lindsey's benefit, I might
say to him, I am not up for election
until 1998. This is not about election
politics for me. The question for me is,
what about the economic health of this
country? For whose benefit are we
managing this country's economic
growth; the big money center banks or
the folks out there looking for a job?
That is the question for Mr. Lindsey
and his friends, and the Board of Gov-
ernors and the presidents of the re-
gional Federal banks. Mr. Lindsey also
says, as he speaks about Members of
Congress:

We are ordinary human beings with our
own individual interests. The desire to be re-
elected i8 quite a normal part of their indi-
vidual preference functions. When about to
face the voters, legislators can't easily toler-
ate the pain accompanying policies aimed at
producing long-term benefits. L

Referring to the need to keep price
pressure under control.

It is really helpful to have Mr.
Lindsey’s advice coming from the tem-
ple of money downtown, but I am
unimpressed by someone as cloistered
as those who sit behind the walls of the
Federal Reserve making interest rate
policy in a vacuum, so out of step and
so out of touch, telling us that we want
to see some economic growth and some
opportunity in this country because we
want to be reelected.

I do not understand what they are
thinking down at the Fed, but I want
economic growth not for me; I want
economic growth for my State and this
country. I want people to go into a job
market that is expanding. I want kids
to come out of college and look for a
job that they can find because our com-
panies are expanding and producing
jobs and producing opportunities.

But what is happening, as we see
from the newspaper headlines this
morning, is exactly what most of us ex-
pect to happen, and I would guess ex-
actly what the Fed wants to happen,
and that is the economy is beginning
to slow down: ‘“Economy Seems to
Soften a Bit in Latest Data.” It will
meet the fondest hopes of the folks
down at the Fed. That is precisely
what they want.

They see inflation around the corner,
despite the fact that there is no evi-
dence of it, and they have produced no
evidence to us or the American people
to justify it. The result is they increase
interest rates, hoping to slow down the
economy, and the result is an economy
that is slowing down and a whole lot of
folks will be put out of work and a lot
of other folks cannot find work.
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I guess these folks sitting down at
the Fed are not worried about their
jobs. I say to Mr. Lindsey, you do not
have to worry about the next election;
you are not elected. You do not have to
worry about your job because no mat-
ter how soft this economy gets, you are
not going to lose your job. But there
are a lot of folks out there dependent
on what you do, on what we do, and on
what others do to promote opportunity
in this country. You do them a disserv-
ice by pursuing wrongheaded monetary
policy that is cutting economic growth
in this country.

I am hoping that in the coming few
days, we will have more people in Con-
gress and more people around the coun-
try decide to speak up about the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. I have introduced
now for 4 years—and there exists before
this Congress and this Senate—Federal
Reserve Board reform legislation. We
ought to change the Fed; we ought to
open it up. The best way to blind these
folks is with sunlight. Open the door,
send some light into the Fed. Let us
see what they do. We have had people
putting voice stress analyzers on the
pronouncements of the Fed Chairman
in order to find out what they did in a
closed room. That is how bizarre it has
become in recent years. I say open the
door; shine the light on this process.

Second, do not let any of the regional
Federal bank presidents ever vote on
monetary policy. Only the Board of
Governors should vote. They are the
only ones appointed and confirmed in
the democratic process.

Let us audit the Federal Reserve
Board. They have spent over $1 billion.
Let us have an audit of the Federal Re-
serve Board.

There are a series of reform steps we
could and should take to bring this
kind of dinosaur into this century in
terms of Government that responds to
people. No, let us not give interest rate
policy to the folks down at the corner
bar. I am not suggesting that is the
way interest-rate policy ought to be
managed, but let us at least provide
some basic accountability so we have a
Federal Reserve Board that is in step
and in turn with what the needs of this
country are, not just the needs of the
money center banks.

Mr. President, that concludes my
statement. I will have more to say
about the Federal Reserve Board next
week. I say that just to alert them.

LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

The text of the bill (S. 2042) to re-
move the United States arms embargo
of the Government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, as passed by the Senate
on May 12, 1994, is as follows:

S. 2042

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF
THE GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND
HERZEGOVINA.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President
nor any other member of the Executive
Branch of the United States Government
shall interfere with the transfer of arms to
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter-
minate the United States arms embargo of
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina
upon receipt from that government of a re-
quest for assistance in exercising its right of
self-defense under Article 51 of the United
Nations Charter.

{c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term “United States arms embargo of
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina'
means the application to the Government of
Bosnia and Herzegovina of—

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and
published in the Federal Register of July 19,
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322), under the heading
“Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to
Yugoslavia''; and

(2) any similar policy being applied by the
United States Government as of the date of
receipt of the request described in subsection
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely
denied for transfers of defense articles and
defense services to the former Yugoslavia.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter-
preted as authorization for deployment of
United States forces in the territory of
Bosnia and Herzegovina for any purpose, in-
cluding training, support or delivery of mili-
tary equipment.

SEC. 2. UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE
GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND
HERZEGOVINA.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President
nor any other member of the Executive
Branch of the United States Government
shall interfere with the transfer of conven-
tional arms appropriate to the self-defense
needs of the Government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter-
minate the United States arms embargo of
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina
upon receipt from that government of a re-
quest for assistance in exercising its right of
self-defense under Article 51 of the United
Nations Charter.

{c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘“‘United States arms embargo of
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina™
means the application to the Government of
Bosnia and Herzegovina of—

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and
published in the Federal Register of July 19,
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading
‘‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to
Yugoslavia™; and

(2) any similar policy being applied by the
United States Government as of the date of
receipt of the request described in subsection
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely
denied for transfers of defense articles and
defense services to the former Yugoslavia.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter-
preted as authorization for deployment of
United States forces in the territory of
Bosnia and Herzegovina for any purpose, in-
cluding training, support or delivery of mili-
tary equipment.

SEC. 3. APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE USE OF UNIT-
ED STATES AIRPOWER TO IMPLE-
MENT NATO EXCLUSION ZONES.

(a) PURPOSE.—To approve and authorize
the use of United States airpower to imple-
ment the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) exclusion zones around United
Nations designated safe areas in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and to protect United Nations
forces.
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(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) the war in the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina has claimed tens of thousands of
lives and displaced more than two million
citizens;

(2) the Senate supports as a policy objec-
tive a peace settlement that provides for an
economically, politically and militarily via-
ble Bosnian state, capable of exercising its
rights under the United Nations Charter;

(3) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lutions 836 and 844 call on member states,
acting nationally or through regional orga-
nizations, to take all necessary measures to
deter attacks against safe areas identified in
Security Council resolution 824.

(4) On February 9, 1994 the North Atlantic
Council authorized the use of air strikes to
end the siege of Sarajevo and on April 22,
1994 to end the siege of Gorazde and to re-
spond to attacks on the safe areas of Bihac,
Srebrenica, Tuzla or Zepa or to the threaten-
ing presence of heavy weapons within a ra-
dius of 20 kilometers of those areas (within
Bosnia and Herzegovina),

(5) The Congress in the fiscal year 1994
State Department authorization bill ex-
pressed its sense that the President should
terminate the United States arms embargo
on the Government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(c) PoLICY.—

(1) The Senate authorizes and approves the
decision by the President to join with our
NATO allies in implementing the North At-
lantic Council decisions—

(A) of June 10, 1993 to support and protect
UNPROFOR forces in and around United Na-
tions designated safe areas, and

(B) of February 9, 1994 to use NATO's air-
power in the Sarajevo region of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and

(C) of April 22, 1994 to authorize
CINCSOUTH to conduct air strikes against
Bosnian Serb heavy weapons and other mili-
tary targets within a 20 kilometers radius of
the center of Gorazde, and Bihac, Srebrenica,
Tuzla or Zepa (within the territory of Bosnia
and Herzegovina) if these safe areas are at-
tacked or threatened by Bosnian Serb heavy
weapons.

(2) The Congress favors the termination of
the arms embargo against the Government
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The President
shall seek immediately the agreement of
NATO allies to terminate the international
arms embargo on the Government of Bosnia
and Herzegovina. In accordance with Admin-
istration policy following such consultations
the President or his representative shall
promptly propose or support a resolution in
the United Nations Security Council to ter-
minate the international arms embargo on
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the Security
Council fails to pass such a resolution the
President shall within 5 days consult with
Congress regarding unilateral termination of
the arms embargo on the Government of
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Upon termination
of the international embargo the President
shall ensure that, subject to the regular no-
tification procedures of the appropriate con-
gressional committees, appropriate military
assistance be provided expeditiously to
Bosnia and Herzegovina upon receipt from
the government of such a request in exercis-
ing its right of self-defense.

(3) Unless previously authorized by the
Congress no United States ground combat
forces should be deployed in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Any request by the President
for such authorization should include:

(A) an explanation of the United States in-
terests involved in such commitments or ac-
tions;
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(B) the specific objectives of the commit-
ments or actions;

(C) the likely duration of the operation;

(D) the size, composition, command and
control arrangements, rules of engagement,
contributions of allied nations, and other de-
tails of the force needed to meet the objec-
tives;

(E) specific measurements of success, par-
ticularly the end point of the United States
involvement, and what follow-on security ar-
rangements would be needed; and

(F) an estimate of financial costs, includ-
ing burdensharing arrangements, and non-fi-
nancial costs as can be determined.

(4) Nothing in this legislation restricts the
prerogative of Congress to review the arms
embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. AKAKA:

8. 2115. A bill to amend the Federal Power
Act to remove the jurisdiction of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to license
projects on fresh waters in the State of Ha-
waii; to the Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 2116. A bhill to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1995 to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for human
space flight, science, aeronautics, and tech-
nology, migsion support, and Inspector Gen-
eral, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. AKAKA:

S. 2115. A bill to amend the Federal
Power Act to remove the jurisdiction
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission to license projects on fresh wa-
ters in the State of Hawaii; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

JURISDICTION ACT OF 1994
e Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation to termi-
nate the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s [FERC] jurisdiction to
license hydropower projects on the
fresh waters of the State of Hawaii.

Hawalii’s geographic isolation makes
it unique. The Hawaiian islands are
over 2,000 miles from the nearest land
mass, making them the world’s most
isolated island chain.

Hawaii's waterways are unique as
well. In stark contrast to the long and
mighty interstate rivers of the con-
tinental United States, Hawalii’s
streams are confined to individual is-
lands. They are also short, narrow, and
steep, running quickly off highly per-
meable volcanic slopes. For compari-
son purposes, the mean discharge of
the Mississippi River at Vicksburg, MI
is 19,633 times the mean annual flow of
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Hawaii's largest river, the Wailuku on
the island of Hawaii. Hawaii has mno
interstate rivers, no navigable rivers
that cross Federal lands, and no Fed-
eral dams. Hawaii's streams offer so
little potential for generating hydro-
power that only one project has been
constructed in the last 50 years. This
project was not subject to FERC licens-
ing.

Hawalii's streams are generally not
navigable except for a few which have
brief, navigable stretches near their
mouths as they open to the sea. Where
Hawaii's streams are navigable they
are slow and meandering, and therefore
not suitable for hydropower; in their
upper reaches, where hydropower is
feasible, the streams are non-navi-
gable, Thus, there is no rational basis
for FERC jurisdiction over the licens-
ing of hydropower projects in Hawaii.

Hawaii's surface water system is
based upon riparianism, traditional Ha-
waiian taro cultivation called appur-
tenant rights, and traditional and cus-
tomary gathering rights. It is dramati-
cally different from that of other U.S.
jurisdictions. Hawaii’'s streams are reg-
ulated by a stringent State Water Code
which protects the environment, fish,
and wildlife. Hawaii's permitting proc-
ess takes environmental protection
matters into full consideration, as is il-
lustrated by the fact that such organi-
zations as the Hawaii Audubon Society
have gone on record in support of ex-
empting Hawaii from FERC jurisdic-
tion.

This legislation would not be nec-
essary but for a bizarre ruling in which
the FERC, despite a finding that it had
no jurisdiction under section 23(b) of
the Federal Power Act, nonetheless
granted a hydroelectric permit to a Ha-
walii applicant who voluntarily submit-
ted to FERC jurisdiction. This logic-
defying decision by the FERC, clearly
inconsistent with its earlier ruling, as-
tonished officials of the State of Ha-
waii, who view it as a wholly inappro-
priate and unwarranted interference
with the State's thorough and care-
fully managed permitting process.

My bill will prevent recurrences of
this counterproductive clash between
the FERC and the State by removing
the jurisdiction of the FERC to license
hydropower projects on the fresh wa-
ters of the State of Hawaii.e

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 2116. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1995 to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for human space flight, science,
aeronautics, and technology, mission
support, and Inspector General, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-

TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR

1995

e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
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Science, Technology, and Space of the
Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, I am
pleased to introduce the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration
[NASA] Authorization Act, fiscal year
1995. This legislation authorizes NASA
Programs at the President’s request of
$14.3 billion and supports NASA’s fund-
ing priorities. As I indicated pre-
viously, this legislation incorporates
the direction established in the fiscal
year 1994 NASA authorization bill
which I introduced last year.

The fiscal year 1995 budget request
for NASA is a reduction from its cur-
rent level of funding. The President's 5-
year plan for NASA also keeps funding
levels relatively flat. While this illus-
trates the budget realities required to
lower the Federal deficit, the budget
forecast may be especially problematic
for NASA. This is because many
projects were begun in the 1980's with
the assumption that the NASA budget
would rise 10 percent per year. Today,
these projects are growing while being
shoe-horned into a tighter budget.

Despite the reduction, the NASA fis-
cal year 1995 budget is an honest pro-
posal to fund a good mix of programs.
In prior years, the NASA budget re-
quest at times exceeded the actual ap-
propriations by over $1 billion. I am en-
couraged to see Congress and the ad-
ministration working more recently in
tandem to meet fiscal obligations and
commit to fund quality programs.
NASA's b-year plan submitted this
year also is more meaningful because
it shows a flat budget and not the tra-
ditional trend upward. This means that
even though NASA's budget proposed is
reduced, a consistent funding scenario
for the next few years will provide
much needed stability in NASA Pro-
grams.

Tight fiscal constraints matched
with the end of the cold war are the
catalysts which help to focus our civil-
ian aeronautics and space programs. As
NASA Administrator Goldin testified
in our subcommittee hearings, the ad-
ministration's top priorities for the
agency are the international space sta-
tion, space shuttle safety, mission to
planet Earth, aeronautics, and space
science. Within each of the priorities,
we must work together to ensure that
ongoing and planned programs will
yield the greatest returns for the
American people.

Since the historic Apollo 11 mission
to the Moon in 1969, NASA has
searched for a new focus which would
again capture the imagination of the
world. From my perspective, the space
station has become a symbol of Ameri-
ca's willingness to reach out across
vast differences and find common
hopes and dreams with other nations.
If we can peer beyond the fiscal limita-
tions of today and into our future as
part of the global community, we can
see an international laboratory orbit-
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ing above the Earth, developed for the
peaceful uses of outer space. Meshed
integrally with Russia as well as the
spacefaring nations of Japan, Europe,
and Canada, the space station is our
best example of international coopera-
tion in the post-cold-war era.

Another administration priority for
NASA focuses on the monitoring of the
Earth and its environment. Within the
Mission to Planet Earth Program, the
Earth observing system and related
data information system play a major
role in the U.S. global change research
program which is part of a larger inter-
national effort to monitor the inter-
active forces of oceans, land, and at-
mosphere. This ambitious endeavor
will enhance our understanding of the
Earth’s complex systems and provide
important information on how humans
affect the environment.

As we heard from witnesses at our
subcommittee hearings, aeronautics
research and technology have contrib-
uted to the success of domestic air-
frame and engine manufacturers. With
the end of the cold war, new inter-
national markets have increased the
drive toward economic competitive-
ness. To maintain aircraft sales in the
international marketplace, NASA must
focus on developing new aeronautics
technologies in concert with our do-
mestic industry. Although only about 6
percent of the total NASA budget, aer-
onautics programs, such as advanced
subsonic and high-speed research, are
highly leveraged to help make industry
more competitive.

Finally, NASA's long history of plan-
etary exploration has yielded impor-
tant information about our solar sys-
tem and our unique planet Earth. Like-
wise, NASA programs in physics and
astronomy, such as the Hubble space _
telescope, have brought us closer to un-
derstanding the forces of the universe.
Late last year, the American people
were engrossed with the repair mission
of the Hubble space telescope. Because
of the human risks involved, the world
was centered on the activities of the
space shuttle and its crew. As Freeman
Dyson writes in his book, “Infinite in
All Directions,” “The American space
program is at its most creative when it
is a human adventure."

Since the President submitted his
NASA budget for fiscal year 1995 this
past February, a great deal of atten-
tion has been focused on the space sta-
tion and other NASA Programs. Much
of the discussion has been over which
programs should be cut and what direc-
tion the agency should take. In prepar-
ing this legislation, I have discussed
funding issues with NASA, the admin-
istration, and consulted with outside
parties. In doing so, I remain convinced
that NASA's priorities support the
most important and valuable programs
to the Nation. I encourage my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
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ministration Authorization Act, fiscal
year 1995 in the coming months.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and a
summary be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2116

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Aeronautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1995".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds and declares the follow-
ing:

(1) Improved understanding of the Earth
and space, strengthened national competi-
tiveness in aerospace activities, and inter-
national scientific cooperation are all na-
tional priorities.

(2) Continued support, within budgetary
constraints, of key programs of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration can
further advance these national priorities.

(3) The end of the Cold War enables Federal
agencies to coordinate resources to pursue
civilian research and development in the
most effective and efficient manner.

(4) the twenty-fifth anniversary of the first
human landing on the Moon reminds all hu-
manity of the wondrous accomplishments of
the past and the opportunities that still
beckon.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act—

(1) the term *“Administrator’’ means the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration; and

(2) the term “‘institution of higher edu-
cation™ has the meaning given such term in
section 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a)).

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS
Subtitle A—Authorizations
SEC. 101. HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for Human Space Flight the follow-
ing amounts, to become available October 1,
1994:

(1) Space Station, $1,889,600,000, of which
$20,000,000 are authorized for the construc-
tion of a Neutral Buoyancy Laboratory,
Johnson Space Center.

(2) Russian Cooperation, $150,100,000, of
which—

(A) $100,000,000 are authorized for Russian
space agency contract support; and

(B) $50,100,000 are authorized for Space
Shuttle/MIR activities.

(3) Space Shuttle, $3,324,000,000, of which—

(A) $4,800,000 are authorized for moderniza-
tion of the Firex System, Pads A and B, Ken-
nedy Space Center; and

(B) $7,600,000 are authorized for replace-
ment of the Components Refurbishment Lab-
oratory, Kennedy space Center.

(4) Payload and Utilization Operations,
SEC. 102. SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS, AND TECH-

NOLOGY.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for Science, Aeronautics, and Tech-
nology the following amounts, to become
available October 1, 1994:
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(1) Space Science, $1,766,000,000 of which—

(A) $1,0568,700,000 are authorized for Physics
and Astronomy; and

(B) $707.300,000 are authorized for Plan-
etary Exploration.

(2) Life and Microgravity Sciences and Ap-
plications, $470,800,000.

(3) Mission to Planet Earth, $1,238,100,000,
of which $17,000,000 are authorized for the
construction of the Earth Systems Science
Building, Goddard Space Flight Center.

(4) Aeronautical Research and Technology,
$898,500,000, of which—

(A) $342,800,000 are authorized for Research
and Technology Base activities;

(B) $533,700,000 are authorized for Systems
Technology Programs, including—

(i) High Speed Research, $221,300,000;

(ii) Advanced Subsonics, $125,800,000;

(iii) High Performance Computing and
Communications, $76,100,000; and

(C) $22,000,000 are authorized for the mod-
ernization of the Unitary Plan Wind Tunnel
Complex, Ames Research Center.

(5) Advanced Concepts and Technology,
$608,400,000.

(6) Launch Services, $340,900,000.

(7) Mission Communication Services,
$481,200,000.

(8) Academic Programs, $97,200,000.

SEC. 103. MISSION SUPPORT.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for Mission Support the following
amounts, to become available October 1,
1994:

(1) Safety, Reliability, and Quality Assur-
ance, $38,700,000.
(2) Space

(3) Research and Program Management, in-
cluding personnel and related costs, travel,
and research operations support,
$2,220,300,000.

(4) Construction of Facilities, including
land acquisition, $135,000,000, of which—

(A) $8,000,000 are authorized to perform
seismic upgrade of the Research, Develop-
ment, and Test Building, Dryden Flight Re-
search Center;

(B) $5,000,000 are authorized to restore the
Exterior/Interior Systems, Buildings 3, 13,
and 14, Goddard Space Flight Center;

(C) $4,300,000 are authorized to modernize
the Condenser Water Systems, Southern Sec-
tor, Jet Propulsion Laboratory;

(D) $4,300,000 are authorized to rehabilitate
the Utility Tunnel Structure and Systems,
Johnson Space Center;

(E) $1,500,000 are authorized to modernize
the Payloads Hazardous Servicing Facility
HVAC System, Kennedy Space Center;

(F) $4,900,000 are authorized to modernize
the Metrology and Calibration Facility, Mar-
shall Space Flight Center;

(G) $30,000,000 are authorized to repair fa-
cilities at various locations, not in excess of
$1,000,000 per project;

(H) $30,000,000 are authorized to rehabili-
tate and modify facilities at various loca-
tions, not in excess of $1,000,000 per project;

(I) $2,000,000 are authorized for minor con-
struction of new facilities and additions to
existing facilities at various locations, not
in excess of $750,000,000 per project;

(J) $10,000,000 are authorized for facility
planning and design; and

(K) $35,000,000 are authorized for environ-
mental compliance and restoration.

SEC. 104, INSPECTOR GENERAL.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for Inspector General $16,000,000, to
become available October 1, 1994,

Communication Services,
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Subtitle B—Limitations and Special
Authority
SEC. 151. SPACE STATION LIMITATION.

The aggregate amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for Space Station and related ac-
tivities under sections 101, 102, and 103 shall
not exceed $2,100,000,000.

SEC. 152. EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM TO STIMU-
LATE COMPETITIVE RESEARCH.

Of the amounts appropriated under sec-
tions 101 and 102, $10,000,000 are authorized
for the Experimental Program to Stimulate
Competitive Research in accordance with
title III of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Act, Fiscal Year 1993
(Public Law 102-588; 106 Stat. 5119).

SEC. 153. USE OF FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION.

(a) AUTHORIZED USES.—Funds appropriated
under sections 101, 102, and 103 (excluding ap-
propriations for construction of facilities
under sections 101(1), 102(3), 102(4)}(C), and
103(4), and for personnel and related costs
and travel) may be used for the construction
of new facilities and additions to, repair of,
rehabilitation of, or modification of existing
facilities at any location in support of the
purposes of which such funds are authorized.

(b) LIMITATION.—None of the funds used
pursuant to subsection (a) may be expended
for a project the estimated cost of which to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, including collateral equipment, ex-
ceeds $500,000, until 30 days have passed after
the Administrator has notified the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate and the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology of the House
of Representatives of the nature, location,
and estimated cost to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration of such
project.

(c) TITLE To FACILITIES.—If funds are used
pursuant to subsection (a) for grants to in-
stitutions of higher education, or to non-
profit organizations whose primary purpose
is the conduct of scientific research, for pur-
chase or construction of additional research
facilities, title to such facilities shall be
vested in the United States unless the Ad-
ministrator determines that the national
program of aeronautical and space activities
will best be served by vesting title in the
grantee institution or organization. Each
such grant shall be made under such condi-
tions as the Administrator shall determine
to be required to ensure that the United
States will receive therefrom benefits ade-
guate to justify the making of that grant.
SEC. 154. AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED

AMOUNTS.

To the extent provided in appropriations
Act, appropriations authorized under sub-
title A may remain available without fiscal
year limitation.

SEC. 155. REPROGRAMMING FOR CONSTRUCTION
OF FACILITIES.

Appropriations authorized for construction
of facilities under section 101(1), 102(3),
120(4)(C), or 103(4)—

(1) may be varied upward by 10 percent at
the discretion of the Administrator; or

(2) may be varied upward by 25 percent to
meet unusual cost variations after the expi-
ration of 30 days following a report on the
circamstances of such action by the Admin-
istrator to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate
and the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology of the House of Representatives.
The aggregate amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for construction of facilities
under sections 101(1), 102(3), 102(4)}C), and
103(4) shall not be increased as a result of ac-
tions authorized under this section.
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SEC. 156. CONSIDERATION BY COMMITTEES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, no amount appropriated to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion may be used for any program—

(1) for which the President’s annual budget
request included a request for funding, but
for which the Congress denied or did not pro-
vide funding;

(2) in excess of the amount actually au-
thorized for the particular program by sub-
title A; and

(3) which has not been presented to the
Congress in the President’'s annual budget
request,
unless a period of 30 days has passed after
the receipt by the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate
and the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology of the House of Representatives
of notice given by the Administrator con-
taining a full and complete statement of the
action proposed to be taken and the facts
and circumstances relied upon in support of
such proposed action. The National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration shall keep
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology of
the House of Representatives fully and cur-
rently informed with respect to all activities
and responsibilities within the jurisdiction
of those committees. Except as otherwise
provided by law, any Federal department,
agency, or independent establishment shall
furnish any information requested by either
committee relating to any such activity or
responsibility.

SEC. 157. NEW PROJECTS.

The Administrator shall certify to Con-
gress that each new project proposed to be
funded, with life cycle costs estimated at
$150,000,000 or more, has as part of its devel-
opment and implementation a technology
plan to work with United States industry to
identify and pursue technologies of value to
both the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration and industry.

SEC. 158. LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF UNAU-
THORIZED APPROPRIATIONS.

Not later than 30 days after the later of the
date of enactment of an Act making appro-
priations to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for fiscal year 1995 or
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit a report of Con-
gress and to the Comptroller General which
specifies—

(1) the portion of such appropriations
which are for programs, projects, or activi-
ties not specifically authorized under this
Act, or which are in excess of amounts au-
thorized for the relevant program, project, or
activity under this Act; and

(2) the portion of such appropriations
which are specifically authorized under this
Act.

SEC. 159. USE OF FUNDS FOR SCIENTIFIC CON-
SULTATIONS OR EXTRAORDINARY
EXPENSES.

Funds appropriated under sections 101, 102,
and 103 may be used, but not to exceed $35,000
for scientific consultations or extraordinary
expenses upon the authority of the Adminis-
trator.

TITLE II-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. USE OF NASA LIFE SCIENCES FACILI-
TIES.

The Administrator shall issue regulations
to provide use of life sciences facilities by
extramural investigators pursuant to title
VI to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Authorization Act, Fiscal
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Year 1993 (P.L. 102-588; 106 Stat. 5130) and
enter into reciprocal agreements with the
National Institutes of Health to provide ac-
cess to the ground-based research facilities
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration in life sciences.

SEC. 202. ORBITAL RESEARCH PLAN.

Not later than 30 days after the later of the
date of enactment of an Act making appro-
priations to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for fiscal year 1995 or
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit to Congress a de-
tailed Orbital Research Plan that establishes
the science research priorities for the next 5
years for all orbital life sciences, materials
research, and biotechnology research. The
plan shall include budgets, with the associ-
ated support costs, for the Spacelab,
Spacehab, Comet, Mir, and Space Station
programs.

SEC. 203. UNIVERSITY INNOVATIVE RESEARCH
PROGRAM STUDY.

The Administrator shall undertake a study
of the feasibility and potential implementa-
tion of a University Innovative Research
Program which—

(1) promotes technological innovation in
the United States by using the Nation’'s in-
stitutions of higher education to help meet
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration's research and development needs,
by developing technologies of use to both the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and industry, by stimulating technology
transfer between institutions of higher edu-
cation and industry, and by encouraging par-
ticipation by minority and disadvantaged
persons in technological innovation;

(2) is modeled on the Small Business and
Innovation and Rgsearch Program;

(3) identifies opportunities for 4-year col-
leges which demonstrate commitment to
science and technology;

(4) avoids duplication of existing National
Aeronautics and Space Administration pro-
grams with the institutions of higher edu-
cation;

(5) identifies funding from the research and
analysis activities, advanced concepts and
technology program, and other activities
which traditionally award grants and cooper-
ative agreements to institutions of higher
education; and

(6) is linked closely with other technology
investment activities of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

(b) COMPLETION.—The study required by
subsection (a) shall be completed and its re-
sults submitted within one year after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(c) ADVICE.—In carrying out the study re-
guired by subsection (a), the Administrator
shall seek the advice of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Advisory
Council, the National Research Council's
Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board
and Space Studies Board, and other organi-
zations as appropriate,

SEC. 204. INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATIONS FOL-
LOW-UP.

The Administrator shall report annually,
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation of the Senate and the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology of the'yHouse of Representatives at
the time of the submission of the President's
budget request, on—

(1) all actions taken by the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration to remedy
problems and adopt recommendations identi-
fied by each panel convened to investigate
vehicle or systems failures and losses; and

(2) where such recommendations have not
been adopted, the reasons for not pursuing
such recommendations.
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SEC. 205. FACILITIES REVIEW.

(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall con-
duct a review of the costs of maintaining all
facilities owned by the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. The review shall
address—

(1) the function of each facility, its con-
tributions to National Aeronautics and
Space Administration missions, and its value
to the Nation's technical base;

(2) the current estimated value of each fa-
cility and associated land, including details
on assets and liabilities; and

(3) annual operating costs of each facility,
including but not limited to power, equip-
ment, maintenance, operations, and person-
nel costs.

(b) REPORT.—The Administrator shall re-
port on the results of the facilities review re-
quired by subsection (a), to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives not later than January 1, 1995.
SEC. 206. nmm FACTORS IN PROCURE-

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
ensure to the fullest extent possible that at
least 8 percent of the funding made available
to the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for each fiscal year is made
available for prime contracts and sub-
contracts in support of authorized programs
with—

(1) small business concerns or other organi-
zations owned or controlled by socially and
economically disadvantaged individuals;

(2) historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities; and

(3) colleges and universities having a stu-
dent body in which more than 20 percent of
the students are Hispanic Americans, and
other minority educational institutions.

(b) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE PROCEDURES,—
To the extent necessary to carry out sub-
section (a), the Administrator may enter
into contracts using less than full and open
competitive procedures, but shall pay a price
not exceeding fair market cost by more than
10 percent in payment per contract to con-
tractors or subcontractors described in sub-
section (a). This section shall not alter the
procurement process under section 8(a) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)).

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator shall
issue such regulations as are necessary to
carry out this section.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘‘Historically Black Colleges
and Universities' has the meaning given the
term “‘part B institution in section 322(2) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1061(2));

(2) the term ‘“‘other minority educational
institution' has the meaning given the term
“gligible institution’ in section 312(b) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1058(b)); and

(3) the term ‘‘socially and economically
disadvantaged individuals' has the meaning
given such term in section 8(a) (5) and (6) of
the Small Business Act (156 U.S.C. 637(a) (5)
and (6)), and includes women.

SEC. 207. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ACT OF 1958 AMENDMENTS.

Section 206(a) of the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1958 is amended—

(1) by striking “January' and inserting in
lieu thereof “May™"; and

(2) by striking “calendar” and inserting in
lieu thereof *‘fiscal’.

SEC. 208. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH ACT
AMENDMENTS.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO AUTHORIZE AUTHORITY
FOR COMMERCIAL REENTRY VEHICLES.—The
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Commercial Space Launch Act (49 App.
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 4—

(A) by inserting ‘‘from Earth" after ‘if
any,"” in paragraph (2);

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (9)
through (12) as paragraphs (11), (13), (14), and
(15), respectively; and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

*(9) ‘reenter’ and ‘reentry’ mean to return
purposefully or attempt to return a reentry
vehicle and payload, if any, from Earth orbit
or outer space to Earth;

*(10) ‘reentry vehicle’ means any vehicle
designed to return from Earth orbit or outer
space to Earth substantially intact;";

(2) in section 6(a), by inserting *‘, or reen-
ter a reentry vehicle,” after ‘‘operate a
launch site" each place it appears;

(3) in section 6(a) (2) and (3), by striking
“section 4(11)" each place it appears and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘section 4(14)";

(4) in section 6(a)(3)(A), by inserting ‘‘or re-
entry’ after ‘“‘such launch or operation’’;

(5) in section 6(a)(3), by inserting “, or re-
entry of a reentry vehicle,” after “operation
of a launch site" each place it appears;

(6) in section 6(b)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘“launch license" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “‘licensee’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or reenter' after “shall
not launch'’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘or reentry’’ after ‘‘relate
to the launch™; and

(D) by inserting ‘“‘or reentry" after ‘‘to be
launched™;

(7) in section 6(b)}(2)}—

(A) by inserting “‘or reentry' after “‘pre-
vent the launch™;

(B) by inserting ‘‘holder of a launch li-
cense” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘li-
censee’’; and

(C) by inserting ‘‘or reentry’ after “‘deter-
mines that the launch™’;

(8) in section B6(c)(1), by inserting *‘or re-
entry of a reentry vehicle" after ‘“‘operation
of a launch site';

(9) in section 7, by striking “both" and in-
serting in lieu thereof '‘for reentering one or
more reentry vehicles';

(10) in section 8(a)(1), by inserting “, or re-
entry of a reentry vehicle,” after ‘‘operation
of a launch site" the first time it appears
and by inserting ‘', or reentry of a reentry
vehicle” after “‘operation of a launch site”
the second time it appears;

(11) in sections 8(a)2), 9(b), 1l(a), 11(b),
12(a)2)XB), and 12(b), by inserting ‘‘, or re-
entry of a reentry vehicle,” after ‘‘operation
of a launch site" each place it appears;

(12) in section 8(b), by inserting '‘and the
reentry of reentry wvehicles," after ‘‘oper-
ation of launch sites,";

(13) in section 1l(a), by inserting ‘‘or re-
entry’ after ‘‘launch or operation';

(14) in section 12(a)(1), by inserting *‘or re-
entry" after ‘‘prevent the launch'’;

(15) in section 12(b), by inserting ‘‘or re-
entry’ after ‘‘prevent the launch™;

(16) in section 14(a)(1)—

(A) by inserting *“‘or reentry site" after
“‘observers at any launch site'; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or reentry vehicle™ after
“*‘assembly of a launch vehicle'';

(17) in section 15(B)(4)(A)—

(A) by inserting **and reentries" after “‘en-
sure that the launches’™,;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or reentry date commit-
ment' after “launch date commitment’’;

(C) by inserting *‘or reentry” after ‘“‘ob-
tained for a launch';

(D) by inserting *‘‘, reentry sites,” after
‘‘United States launch sites'’;
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(E) by inserting ‘‘or reentry site' after
‘*access to a launch site’’;

(F') by inserting "', or services related to a
reentry,”” after "amount for launch serv-
ices’; and

(G) by inserting ‘‘or reentry’ after ‘‘the
scheduled launch’;

(18) in section 15(b)(4)(B), by inserting ‘‘or
reentry" after “prompt launching’’;

(19) in section 15(c), by inserting ‘‘or re-
entry " after ‘‘launch site";

(20) in section 16(a)(1) (A) and (B), by in-
serting ‘“‘or reentry' after “‘any particular
launch' each place it appears;

(21) in section 16(a)(1) (C) and (D), by in-
serting ‘“‘or a reentry’ after “launch service"
each place it appears;

(22) in section 16(a)(2), by inserting ‘‘or re-
entry’ after ‘‘launch services;

(23) in section 16(b)(1) and (4) (A) and (B),
by inserting ‘‘or reentry" after “particular
launch' each place it appears;

(24) in section 17(b)(2)(A)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘reentry site,”
“launch site,”’; and

(B) by inserting ‘“‘or reentry vehicle™ after
“'site of a launch vehicle™;

(25) in section 21(a), by inserting “and re-
entry'" after ‘‘approval of space launch";

(26) in section 21(b)—

(A) by inserting **, reentry vehicle,” after
“‘A launch vehicle'’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or reentry’ after ‘‘the
launching";

(27) in section 21(cX1)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (D); and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

*(C) reentry of a reentry vehicle, or "’;

(28) in section 21(c)(2), by inserting ‘‘re-
entry,” after '‘launch’;

(29) in section 22(a)—

(A) by striking ‘‘ending after the date of
enactment of this act and before October 1,
1989"; and

(B) by striking ‘‘and reentries’’ after ‘‘fur-
ther commercial launches'; and

(30) in section 24, by inserting “‘There are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary $6,541,000 to carry out this Act for fis-
cal year 1995."" after ‘$4,900,00 to carry out
this Act.".

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall issue regulations under the
Commercial Space Launch Act (49 App.
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) that include—

(1) guidelines for industry to obtain suffi-
cient insurance coverage for potential dam-
ages to third parties;

(2) procedures for requesting and obtaining
licenses to operate a commercial launch ve-
hicle and reentry vehicle;

(3) procedures for requesting and obtaining
operator licenses for launch and reentry; and

(4) procedures for the application of gov-
ernment indemnification.

(¢) PROHIBITION OF SPACE ADVERTISING.—(1)
Section 4 of the Commercial Space Launch
Act (49 App. U.S.C. 2603) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (11), as redesignated
by subsection (a)(1)(B) of this section, the
following new paragraph:

*(12) ‘space advertising’ means advertising
in outer space that is capable of being seen
by a human being on the surface of the earth
without the aid of a telescope or other tech-
nological device;".

(2) The Commercial Space Launch Act (49
App. U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 10 the following new
section: ]

after
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“SEC. 10A. PROHIBITION OF SPACE ADVERTISING.

‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding the
provisions of this Act or any other provision
of law—

*(1) the Secretary shall not—

*(A) issue or transfer a license under this
Act; or

“*(B) waive the license requirements of this
Act; for the launch of a payload containing
any material to be used for the purposes of
space advertising; and

“(2) no holder of a license under this Act,
on or after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, shall launch a payload containing any
material to be used for purposes of space ad-
vertising,

*(b) CIvIL PENALTIES.—Any person who
violates the provisions of subsection (a)2)
shall—

“(1) be subject to a civil penalty, not to ex-
ceed $30,000,000, which shall be assessed by
the Secretary; and

*(2) not be issued a license under this Act
for a period of 2 years from the date of such
violation, or, in the case of multiple viola-
tions, from the date of the most recent viola-
tion.”.

(3)(A) The President is requested to nego-
tiate with foreign launching nations for the
purpose of reaching an agreement or agree-
ments that prohibit the use of outer space
for advertising purposes.

(B) The United States Trade Representa-
tive may authorize the imposition of appro-
priate sanctions on any foreign nation that
launches a payload in violation of an agree-
ment, to which the United States and such
nation are parties, that prohibits the use of
outer space for advertising purposes.

(C) In this paragraph, the term ‘‘foreign
launching nation" means a nation—

(i) which launches, or procures the launch-
ing of, a payload into outer space; or

(ii) from whose territory or facility a pay-
load is launched into outer space.

NASA AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1995
BILL SUMMARY

The bill authorizes appropriations in Fis-
cal Year (FY) 1995 to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for
Human Space Flight, Science, Aeronautics,
and Technology, Mission Support, and In-
spector General and for other purposes.

The bill authorizes appropriations at the
President's request, a total of §14.3 billion to
NASA for FY 1995. This is a $200 million re-
duction from FY 1994 aporopriations.

Section 101 authorizes 40% of the total
NASA budget for Human Space Flight activi-
ties, providing $1,889.6 million for the Space
Station, $150.1 million for Russian Coopera-
tion, and $3,324.0 million for the Space Shut-
tle.

Section 102 authorizes 41% of the total
NASA budget for Science, Aeronautics, and
Technology activities, providing $1,766.0 mil-
lion for Space Science, $470.9 million for Life
and Microgravity Sciences and Applications,
$1,238.1 million for Mission to Planet Earth,
and $898.5 million for Aeronautics Research
and Technology.

Section 103 authorizes 19% of the total
NASA budget for Mission Support. This sec-
tion provides authorizations for Safety, Reli-
ability, and Quality Assurance, Space Com-
munication Services, Research and Program
Management, and Construction of Facilities.

Section 151 limits the aggregate amount
authorized for Space Station and related ac-
tivities to $2.1 billion.

Section 152 provides §10 million of amounts
appropriated in Human Space Flight and
Science, Aeronautics, and Technology, for
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the Experimental Program to Stimulate
Competition Research (EPSCOR).

Section 157 requires the Administrator to
provide a technology plan to pursue tech-
nologies with domestic industries for all new
projects estimated to cost $150 million or
more.

Section 201 requires NASA to enter into re-
ciprocal agreements with the National Insti-
tutes of Health to use unique ground-based
life sciences facilities.

Section 202 requires NASA to submit an or-
bital research plan that establishes the
science research priorities for all orbital life
sciences, materials research, and bio-
technology research for the Space Station,
Mir, and other space platforms.

Section 203 requires a study of the feasibil-
ity and potential implementation of a uni-
versity innovative research program.

Section 204 requires annual reporting of
recommendations made by panels convened
to investigate vehicle or systems failures or
losses.

Section 205 requires the Administrator to
conduct a facilities review and report on op-
erating cost and value of NASA-owned facili-
ties.

Section 206 provides at least 8% of funding
for NASA prime contracts and subcontracts
be made available for small disadvantaged
businesses.

Section 208 amends the Commercial Space
Launch Act of 1984 to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Department of Transportation
to regulate and license commercial reentry
vehicles and issue regulations. This section
also prohibits advertising in outer space.®

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S, 1024

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1924, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide clari-
fication for the deductibility of ex-
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con-
nection with the business use of the
home.

8. 1951

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Washington
[Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1951, a bill to establish a com-
prehensive system of reemployment
services, training and income support
for permanently laid off workers, to fa-
cilitate the establishment of one-stop
career centers to serve as a common
point of access to employment, edu-
cation and training information and
services, to develop an effective na-
tional labor market information sys-
tem, and for other purposes.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 90

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. DORGAN], and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 90, a joint resolution to recognize
the achievements of radio amateurs,
and to establish support for such ama-
teurs as national policy.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1994

KOHL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1707

Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, and Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed an
amendment to the bill (8. 2019) to reau-
thorize and amend title XIV of the
Public Health Service Act (commonly
known as the ‘‘Safe Drinking Water
Act’), and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB-
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER.

Section 1412 (42 U.S.C. 300g-1) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘“(f) RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB-
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER.—

/(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Adminis-
trator shall—

“(A) not later than September 30, 1994, de-
velop a research plan to support the develop-
ment and implementation of the most cur-
rent version of the—

/(i) enhanced surface water treatment rule
(announced at 59 Fed. Reg. 6332 (February 10,
1994));

*(ii) disinfectant and disinfection by-prod-
ucts rule (Stage 2) (announced at 53 Fed.
Reg. 6332 (February 10, 1994)); and

““(iii) ground water disinfection rule (avail-
ability of draft summary announced at 57
Fed. Reg. 33960 (July 31, 1992)); and

“(B) carry out the research plan.

*(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN,—

**(A) IN GENERAL.—The research plan shall
include, at a minimum—

‘(i) an identification and characterization
of new disinfection byproducts associated
with the use of different disinfectants;

*(ii) toxicological and epidemiological
studies to determine what levels of exposure
from disinfectants and disinfection byprod-
ucts, if any, may be associated with devel-
opmental and birth defects and other poten-
tial toxic end points;

“(iii) toxicological and epidemiological
studies to quantify the carcinogenic poten-
tial from exposure to disinfection byproducts
resulting from different disinfectants;

“(iv) the development of practical analyt-
ical methods for enumerating microbial con-
taminants, including giardia,
cryptosporidium, and viruses;

“(v) the development of dose-response
curves for pathogens, including
cryptosporidium and the Norwalk virus;

“(vi) the development of indicators that
define treatment effectiveness for pathogens
and disinfection byproducts; and

“(vii) bench, pilot, and full-scale studies
and demonstration projects to evaluate opti-
mized conventional treatment, ozone, granu-
lar activated carbon, and membrane tech-
nology for controlling pathogens (including
cryptosporidium) and disinfection byprod-
ucts.

*(B) RISK DEFINITION STRATEGY.—The re-
search plan shall include a strategy for de-
termining the risks and estimated extent of
disease resulting from pathogens, disinfect-
ants, and disinfection byproducts in drinking
water, and how the risks can most effec-
tively be controlled, taking into consider-
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ation the costs of various control methods
and the sizes of various systems.

(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—In carrying
out the research plan, the Administrator
shall use the most cost-effective mechanisms
available, including coordination of research
with, and use of matching funds from insti-
tutions and utilities.

*(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection $12,500,000 for each
of fiscal years 1995 through 1998."".

R —

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Friday, May 13, at 10:30
a.m. to hold a hearing on the Chemical
Weapons Convention—Treaty Docu-
ment 103-21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TO AMEND THE SMALL BUSINESS
INVESTMENT ACT OF 1958—S. 2061

e Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I speak
today on behalf of the many small
businessowners in Washington State,
who, through their hard work and de-
termination, provide jobs and eco-
nomic opportunity to thousands of
Washingtonians. One such small
businessowner, Doris Johnson of Van-
couver Bolt and Supply, Inc., has led a
grassroots effort to right a wrong im-
posed by the Government on small
businesses throughout the Nation. Ms.
Johnson's efforts have attracted thou-
sands of supporters and her movement
continues to gain strength and momen-
tum across the country.

Ms. Johnson brought to my atten-
tion, and to the attention of many in
the Federal Government, the problem
thousands of small businessowners face
today because of their ambition to
start or expand their businesses in the
1980's. The problem I am addressing
today is that of the enormous prepay-
ment penalties associated with Small
Business Administration 503 loans. In
the 1980’s, when interest rates were
much higher, SBA 503 loans provided
long-term fixed rate financing to small
businesses that needed industrial or
commercial buildings, machinery, and
equipment. Today, over 3,000 such
loans remain in existence. Many of
these loans have interest rates as high
as 15.7 percent. However, business-
owners are prevented from prepaying
these loans because of their devastat-
ing prepayment penalties—some as
high as 40 percent.

The prepayment penalties are dis-
couraging many small businessowners
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from expanding their businesses and
taking out additional loans. In effect,
the 503 loan prepayment penalties are
damaging our economy. It is for this
reason that I have decided to join my
colleagues in cosponsoring S. 2061, a
bill to amend the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958. This legislation,
introduced last week by Senator BUMP-
ERS at the request of the administra-
tion, would replace the 503 loan prepay-
ment penalty with a much more rea-
sonable penalty, that currently associ-
ated with SBA 504 loans.

I have cosponsored similar legisla-
tion in the past, and will continue to
give my full support to a revision of
the 503 prepayment penalty until this
situation is rectified. I would like to
commend the administration for its ef-
forts to work with the small business
community and its supporters in Con-
gress. It is my hope that this legisla-
tion will be successful in its attempt to
find a long-awaited solution to a prob-
lem which has prohibited small busi-
ness from creating jobs and economic
opportunity long enough.

Many small business men and women
in Washington State and across the
country need this legislation to expand
or sell their businesses. The elimi-
nation of the excessive prepayment
penalty for 503 loans will undoubtedly
lead to economic growth and provide
jobs and opportunities for families and
communities cross Washington State
and the Nation. For this reason alone,
Mr. President, I urge the Senate to act
quickly on this legislation.e

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MAY 16,
1994
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
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stands adjourned until 2 p.m. on Mon-
day, May 16; and that when the Senate
reconvenes on that day, the Journal of
proceedings be deemed to have been ap-
proved to date; the call of the calendar
be waived, and no motions or resolu-
tions come over under the rule; that
the morning hour be deemed to have
expired; that the time for the two lead-
ers be reserved for their use later in
the day; that immediately thereafter,
the Senate resume consideration of S.
2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER TO ADJOURN UNTIL
MONDAY, MAY 16, 1994, AT 2 P.M.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that upon the com-
pletion of Senator DOLE’s remarks, if
any, the Senate stand adjourned, as
under the previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REID). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD
HAITI

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is high

time for cooler heads to prevail on U.S.

policy toward Haiti. We seem to be

heading for another foreign policy mis-
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take. The administration appears to be
lurching toward the use of U.S. mili-
tary force in Haiti, without clearly
considering the consequences of such
action and the history of United States
involvement in Haiti.

Moreover, the administration is not
taking into account the views of the
majority of Members of Congress who
believe that any deployment of forces
in Haiti should be authorized by the
Congress. Today, there are reports, too,
of opposition among a number of our
friends in Latin America.

United States policy in Haiti needs
to be reviewed, and the first step to-
ward rational consideration of United
States options in Haiti should be the
establishment of a bipartisan factfind-
ing commission, an idea I have pro-
posed to the President. The findings of
such a commission could form the
foundation for a new policy.

Everyone wants to see democracy re-
turn to Haiti. However, it is not in the
United States interest for Haiti to be-
come a de facto United States colony.
It is not in the U.S. interest to send
American troops to put President
Aristide back in power. I would cer-
tainly urge the President to support an
independent commission as a critical
first step toward a policy that does re-
flect U.S. interests.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
MAY 16, 1994, AT 2 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no further business, under the
previous order, the Senate stands ad-
journed until 2 p.m. on Monday.

Thereupon, at 2:06 p.m., the Senate
adjourned until Monday, May 16, 1994,
at 2 p.m.
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